Tffosft ^ WC^O 04/0007/2003—05 


9TRcT 



oRT 


REGD. NO. D. L. (NY 04/0007/2003—05 




(Hie (Bazet te of ^ndia 


yrfirajR % TOiftra 
PUBLISHED BY AUTHORITY 

UlMlfe* 

WEEKLY 


if &*m 20 —wm 26, 2006, yfiWTT /«m?r 29—ms 4, 1928 

NEW DELHI, AUGUST 20—AUGUST 26, 2006, SATURDAY/SRAVANA 29—BHADRA 4,1928 


tf. 34] 
No. 341 


3 Pfi Tps item $ fa w ite&n % wt 3 wr ^rr 

Separate Paging is given to this Part in order that it may be filed as a separate compilation 


WT II—15HJS 3— m-TS^g (ii) 

PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (ii) 

% faK-fa* ( T§TT RsllPM cfit VlJcfR ) SKI ^ fal£ ^ 3^T 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


1$ 17 3?m 2006 

^JT.air. 3351. TRW Cm ^ flRRfftq 

wteif i> ftp? ipta) Pm, 1976 ^ Pm 10 ^ ^ Pm 
(4) ^ spjm^T ■$, tj? ^ wtifmf 

fast intern? wr rod ^ vmi so 

yftWtf 3 t\ ^ TTcf^SlTJ SlfajfaT 

% 1 

(1) wyfm <bw£e-i64 wpm, Pwf 

i 

(2) ^FlfcPr ^n^-172 
^fcW^T i 

(3) Wf<rW 1* 'RSffataFE', iPfct fptf Ttfm 

^1, cT^FRFT ("TfR 31^0 I 

(4) ^FlfeW 4>*tfv£<i-148 ^if^PT, 

Irf I 

(5) ^rr^-161 

i 

(6) i^pqfrPT ? *wgZ -\62 ^riPPPT, ftzrf 

5^RT I 

[U 12017/1 /2004-tW] 

2495 GI/2006 


MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS 
New Delhi, the 17th August, 2006 
S.O. 3351.—in pursuance of sub-rule (4) of Rule 10 
of the Official Languages (Use for Official Purposes of the 
Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby notifies 
the following offices of the Ministry of Home Affairs where 
the percentage of Hindi knowing staff has gone 
above 80%. 

(1) Office of the Commandant—164 Battalion, 
Central Reserve Police Force. 

(2) Office of the Commandant—172 Battalion, 
Central Reserve Police Force. 

(3) Office of the Dy. Inspector General of Police, 
Central Reserve Police Force, Lucknow (UP). 

(4) • Office of the Commandant—148 Battalion, 

Central Reserve Police Force. 

(5) Office of the Commandant—161 Battalion, 
Central Reserve Police Force. 

(6) Office of the Commandant—162 Battalion, 
Central Reserve Police Force. 

[No. 12017/1/2004-Hindi] 
PREM SAGAR, Dy. Secy. 
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rafter, After Tfspi 

C ATTffor 3frr tafaVW ) 

M F&vfi, 7 3flR*t, 2006 

AFT. 3TT. 3352.THWR^5YfifrAT T%cH, 

1973 (.1974 AR 3?MfAA tf. 2) T! ART 24 ^ TR- «TC ( 8 ) 
SRI TO Tlfotef ATT F#] $ir, A) 

AA3T&rl flt THAI 3lf*ra?Rti, -HkiS ATf 

(APtffe) FWl (■wforjtj f**m ANffHF 7T53 
^FRAP? ATI ^ f&tft tMte WPP*T.Sr-a 3F#m 

■RPT^ff ^ 'H^T aAAAMn, 3TW, JfrffSMF MA TAM? 

ar tNtrh Arte m %a %?te ■#?»■ arfashw a* tea ?3f 
fa^AA AFAtf I 

[TL 225/51/2005 -T^r^-n] 
ireppR, -3FR T#TA 

MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES 
AND PENSIONS' 

(Department of'Rezsimnei and Thtining) 

New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S. O. 3352 A~In exercise of the powevs conferred by 
the provisions of Sub-section .3) of Section 24 of *he Code 
of Criminal Procedure, 1973 (A .et Ac. 2 of 1974), the Central 
Government hereby appoint'; Shri Komuo Lose John, 
Advocate, Nagaland Retainer Counsel of the Delhi Special 
Police Establishment in the Kohinu* (Nagaland) and imphal 
(Manipur) Benches of Guwaitati High Court ns Special 
Public Prosecutor for conducting prosecution, -ppuals, 
revisions or other mailers arising out of the cases 
investigated by the Delhi Speck! Police Establishment. 

[No. 225/5i/2005-AVD-IIj 
CHANDRA PRAKASH, Under Secy. 

M ftwit, 14 AFRo, 2006 

W. 3TT. 3353.-aN#A TRAFF, 'AT^RI ftc# 
tfcRAFTO? STfaRTRA, ! V -6 (1946 AR STfAHAR 7.4 25) 

AH1 6 AT Hist ElAfT ART 5 ¥T o'?ART (1) gR7 TO T^Tf A 
aft jftYr arp gic rr?R to to*? *ka?r ^ (-$?&) a*g*n~1 2 
ATf 3?f^Tdi U qi^~533/6-4'12-05 -2(3 ) fe004 RRffa 
8 ftflUTC, 200.5 m TO ASArffl A 3TFRT, TtR KYI A 
6/7-01 -2004 Aft Rici A v f f?i ^ xpr $ sfrgK [R ^ iRRTT «£ 
AAA B ARcHA AS i 860 ( i 860 AH r. 45 ) 

aY ART 147, 148, 149.. 36/ sfa 506 A7 -START T £RT<? 
~SFFR, fsr^lT AFTR, TJtPs TO' A A*f 3TW*. '9. 7/2004 
f<RRR 7 Apjcflft, 2004 AF ofk -SR^ ST9TTAT 4? YAfAtT 
-RSJcn fPRAcT wff, R|Yt xpEAs! cTAT "3# RRAAfR 3^ 

^r^sFR A Ttr .j/WA! ' 5 -Rf %^fl -3RA 

3T?7R? 3TAAT 3T???Al AR* 'R^O^T 's?RH 
^IRR? RATA4T tR IRTflff 3?fA^lfRir ATT fSRRJlT 

RrR 7RRT A^T t R. S-v/P V. 1 

= 4. 228/69/2005 Wfr -i{] 

A?, 7AR7T, R[7R Tp%cf 


iT 26,200 in ADR A 4.1928 

New Delhi, the 14th August, 2006 

S. O. 3353 .—In exercise of the powers conferred 
Sub-section (1) of Section 5 read with Section 6 of the 
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No. 25 of 
1946), the Centra! Government with the consent of the State 
Government of Uttar Pradesh Grih (Police) Anubhag-12 
vide Notification No. PG-533/VI-P-12-05-2(3) D/2004 dated 
Sth December, 2005, hereby extends the powers and 
jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special Police 
Establishment to the whole of the State of Uttar Pradesh 
for investigation of Crime No. 07/2004 dated 7th January, 
2004 registered at Police Station Rakabganj, District Agra, 
Uttar Pradesh under section 147, 148, 149,307 and 506 of 
the Indian Penal Code, 1860 (Act No. 45 of 1860) relating to 
murder of Pransh Dube son of Shri Haridwar Dube in the 
night of 6'7-01 -2004 at Agra, Uttar Pradesh and attempts, 
abetments and conspiracy in relation to or in connection 
with die offences mentioned above and any other offence 
or offences commited in the course of the same transaction 
or arising out of the same facts. 

[No. 228/69/2005-AVD-II] 
CHANDRA PRAKASH, Under Secy. 

farT TMIWOf 
(arrftfa feAnr) 

(^RfcTTtWFT) 

vrte-NA 

14 *JRTrf, 2006 

STr.STT. 3354.- ART? ^ TO ^ AFT II, T§^-3, 

(ii) fffTTRn 12-6-2006 aY H«hlfvw, "fAA PNiNA, 

anfef^ ATF5 fAAFT, 3?AF1 12-6-2006 A>t 

4RTATR 5?fA^TT RT. ATT.3TT. 877 (3?) A 3?jf7RF WtAA 
YRF fir, rps 2, AfAd 7F§qT 4 AR BMlAfeid Ma ATARtI 
bz 4T1 AFT RhAmI TTTARq % (AKAT5' #FR TRAM 
^AT) AcJI MR 1 

[TT. 1 /4/200O -3TR3TRAt ] 
RA. aY. AR^tAT, -3TAT 

MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Economic Affairs) 

(BANKING DIVISION) 

CORRIGENDUM 
New Delhi, the 14th July, 2006 

S-O. 3354. —In partial modification of Ministry of 
Finance, Department of Economic Affarits, Banking 
Division’s Extraordinary notification No. S.0.877(E) dated 
12-6-2006 published in the Gazette of India Part II, Section- 
3 Sub-section (ii) dated the 12-6-2006 wherein at line number 
! 8, page 5, the name of new amalgamated RRB may be read 
as MGB Gramin Bank (Marwar Ganganagar Bikaner Gramin 
Bank). 

[F.No. 1/4/2006-RRB] 
M. K. M ALHOTRA, Under Secy. 
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(Tnsrw tem) 

18 3TTTRT, 2006 
(3TPm) 

*ST.3IT. MSS.-Wm STtem # *7TO 194^ # 

tort (3) # ws (Ui) # 'zv-'ms (#) m to Ttfatfi 

"VJJR 

fates, #t W ^-TSfe # 3*#3RI*$%fa 

TjteWtt 1 

i [# 211/2006/9*.# 275/14/2006-3*1^ 0^.1 ] 
3TH^ ^TI, fi#?RF (t&Z) 
(Department of Revenue) 

: (CENTRAL BOARD OF DIRECT TAXES) 

New Delhi, the 18th August, 2006 
Income -Tax 

S.O. 3355.—In exercise of the powers confer*: I by 
Sub-clause(f) of Clause (iii) of Sub-section (3) of Set tic n 
194A of the Income Tax Act, the Central Government hareby 
notifies the Power Finance Corporation Limited, Ne w Delhi, 
for the purpose of said sub-clause. 

[No. 211/2006/F. No. 275/14/2006-IT(B)] 
ANAND JHA, Director (Budget) 

■ ■■ —, ■—■ , ■■ f i . 

te^T VXMCf 

te#, 3 3TOT, 2006 

W.OT. 3356.-##fa TR^K, TRWK (#4#^#* 
# te; wfo) fim, 1976 # 10 # 

(4) 'tetrs wftte Tjsnra 

# fiFRHPTN chl<dci4[ #t, te# 1 80 

TftrmcT v^tfifRh^ 3 %# W* TO 9* %F?T t, 

Hrf^l/7 t ; 

1. Mlcufi]4 3TR> f#, 

Hil^ u i RTsR Sh 1 ) ^ u I ^FFlfePI, : , 

TJcff 8^ Hll®l«l R1?T-I, 

#- 27/210 ti, -mx, 

^mpfa,qitm#-22l 002, 3. 31. 

Z afiqr f#, 

39 <=KWf<rf4, 

'Fir 

■RSTOl-852 201 (f *m) 

3. 3iT 4> fi?l., 

’mter to#, 

«?FrTf, TRT #5, 

!• 4. eKRTfafi* 3TRT %, 

WT *FT*te, *#cf, 

1 #ctft%<FT 

ten ^ ^*#0 

: 5. ■'TT^RfirS ^HT'teR TteT %, 

^tera-2, 

32,#tef #5, 
tej7-560 001 

[# 11017/2/2006-%#] 
^91 TT^Rt Tlte 


MINISTRY OF TOWER 
New Delhi, the 3rd August, 2006 
S.O. 3356.—In pursuance of Sub-rule (4) of Rule 
10 of the Official Languages (use for official purposes of 
the union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby 
notifies the following offices under the administrative 
control of Powergrid Corporation of India Ltd., Gurgaon, 
the staff whereof have acquired 80% working knowledge 
of Hindi :•— 

1. Powergrid Corporation of India Ltd., 

Transmission line maintenance office, 

Eastern Region Transmission System-1 
C-27/2,10-A, Kailgarh House, 

Jagatgfcnj, Varanasi-22 1 002, U.P. 

Z Powergri d Corporation of India Ltd., 

Sub Transmission office, 

Naya Bazar. Nariyar Road, 

Saharsa-852 201 (Bihar) 

3. Powergrid Corporation of India Ltd., 

Salal Transmission system, 

Narwal Bala, Bye Pass Road, 

Jammu. 

4 Powergrid Corporation of India Ltd., 

Transmission Line Office, Batote, 

Behind H otel Hill View, 

Distt. Doda (J&K) 

5. Powergrid Corporation of India Ltd., 

SRTS-1I, Regional HQ, 

32, Race Course Road, 

Bangalore-560 001. 

. [No .) 1017/2/2006-Hindi] 
HARISH CHANDRA, Jt Secy. 

ipmr 3 ^t m 

2006- 

* W.3TT. 3357. Wt 5 2005 

# # sfjsfr # (mw) 

1983 # ter 3 # w«r #b?t wte 
1952 (1952 ^rr 37) # ^KT 3 # #1 «1KT (1) 5TCT TO 
Titerrf tptht ^ # 

^r=H<H apl^ 31## firxrH 

#71^ t I 

* [m # 809/12/2003-^ (#)] 
#. #. -&R, %<7FF (tell) 

MINISTRY OF INFORMATION AND 
BROADCASTING 
New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 
S.O. 3357.—In continuation of this Ministry’s 
Notification of even number dated 5th February, 2005 and 
in exercise of powers conferred by Sub-section (1) of Section 
3 of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 1952) read with 
Rule 3 of the Cinematograph (Certification) Rules, 1983, 
the Central Government is pleased to appoint Shri Dilip 
Cherian as a member of the Central Board of Film 
Certification with immediate effect and until fiirther orders 

[F. No. 809/12/2003-F(C)j 
P.C. TAN WAR, Director (Films) 
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iiraft, ms 3ft? a «rf*iftch torn ftiTeRi 

( cPffteHIT ftrflW ) 

^ fWt, 3 3RRF, 2006 

W. 3TT. 3358,-ftftfa W^R «BT, ‘mtelft £RT ^ft ^Rpcf Mi "'T? fftSR qqft ft WcfTp PF TRTT*TR ft RRT t 
% ft' ft% ftfFR (ftftft^ 3fl^ftrftft*) lit 3^ ttr PFRF 3rfftftRT, 1976 (1976 60) cTOT W 3?fc RR RFRF 

(ftfeftf STjftqq) fftlR, 1987 ft T'Tqft ft £ ftft ft RRm t fft PRTTFR TTftt ft 3}ftj ft ft ^ RTFcl 
. q-im, T^stHf sfft fqfftR ft* 34^*3 ftqi "STCpT ^TcTT Tftll; 

RRT 36 ft 3RRRT (7) 3fft ( 8 ) SET 7^ Xllftlft ^T WIWT ft^ft 
115, 110051 5RT fftftfo RSJRI wJill (RRlftlftlM) ^rft *PR 3pf ft’ *f§pnft 

TTf%?T SIWlRtfd ft?R 3 <H»< 5 | (k}d<t>l 4 WR) ftftfepT ^T, f 3 R}ft RTR ‘ftR^FT’ft (fftft RT^T^^RT 

ftfeR «FFF RRl $) ftft fftft 3^4)^ 3lft TpT ft/09/06/371 flR^ld ffttf RRT f, sqftfc-T RRM-RR ftft TOfftcT 

wt ii 



w ftfecT p^ fftjft ft*r U^fr ^t nR ftpr smiTfer 3R^grfpm (ftd^rft trfr) ftprr twi ft i wft sftjpRR 
to iooo fft.m 3 fft ^jwt w 2 fft.m ft1 m hnhh srrtft (ft) mi rf? 100 m. ft1 s*rft ^ snft^R ftftr ft 

f*HW>l ?RT 'SrftRM b^c|ch?wicHcfc qrfftl 3Rft^?ff 3JRF5f f | TWm 3 cR 4* FlftF (pR ft Ft) TO? ft?H ‘MfW 3R<$R RRPT 
ft I <jqch?0| 230 50 Fp^ RRT TOT PT mft PRm ft I 

WlfuRI ^R. ft y*fcH ft R?fft ft -cbTOjof ft fftp ftft ft ft^ft ^ «ft WRT1 3|ft 

ftfSR ^ift ft T?ft R1 «fK ft Piwftt, R^tTft^T, , ?rf%^ "4l4UlM, fW3 3Hf^ ^>t ?RT? R7 M^Rlct/ 
^iftt f^TI ^ITtRlT I 4 

3^ft ?R«6R 'iTRI 36 ‘3R^KT (12) ?RT Trf^rRTf ^FT 'Slftftt ^Rft IP RF ft^FIT ^Rcft ft f^j 

"FSRf ftteR ft STjft^T ft FR 3n=fTW ft 3ftrftcf -gftt fftftrfcTT Fm Fftt fft^Tcl, f5«IIC4 ft 3^ Rftt -RTRft ft fftpft 

3 T 3 ftfftr ftfeR f#r fftip w ft, foiPriftd 3 ftt ft ftft ft ft^ 7 , wftm ftfc ^TftnpR ft ftpR ^t^rpt ft ftft ft 
5 m -qi^Eift 3ft^ft u i” rrt ft fftr 500 ft 10,000 qft ftsr ft prrqrrqR rh ftftr 50 fft.m ft 3rfqqr 3^ 5000 fft.m 
rRT ftt ft^qRR 8RRTT ft ftft “ft M RFT 1x10^, 2x10* ^ 5^10^, ft ft, ft V^lr^4> RT sli<mWF RI ^ ft 
m<\rA fti 


[R5T. ft. WppR-21 (115 )/2006] 

3tr. qrg^n, rn fen 
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MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

New Delhi, the 3rd August, 2006 

S.O. 3358.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures'Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of Model of non-automatic weighing 
Instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of series “MIP” and with 
brand name “MAXTRON” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Maxtron Instruments, 115, 
Shivapuri, Delhi-110051 and which is assigned the approval marie IND/09/06/371; 



The said model is strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with 
a maximum capacity of 1000kg. and minimum capacity of 2kg. The verification scale interval (e) is lOOg. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle, etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of the Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50kg. and upto 
5000kg. with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with 4 e’ value 
of .lxHP, 2* 10 k or 5x 10 k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved 
model has been manufactured. 

[F.No WM-21(115)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTH AM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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f^ft, 3 TOTOR, 2006 

^T. 3?T. 3359.-^#7 R7TOT7 TOT, fafFR TOfTOTORt SRT RRJcT fR^ R7 fTOTOT TO7^ TO RTOTOT RF 7TRTRR Fl RTO t 
% cfTOT f7Rt£R’ TOf*m RTF^T (Ff3 Ft Rf TOTctfR$S?) TOH 3Tt7 RTR RRTO 3rf*#m, 1976 (1976 TOT 60) cTTO TOTH 3T"t7 RTR RRTO 
(Tfetf TOT TO^RKR) iRRR, 1987 TO FFTOVf ^ TO^ t 3Tk ^T TOR TOt RRRRT f % WTRR #1 TOt TOTOfV R Rt -HTOPfeT 
RTO*fTO TOTTR 77§fTO afa frof*R TfrfRf?rfF $ ftojtot ^TO KR TOT 7tTO; 

TOR: 3T^,R#qTrRK.TO TOftfTOIRTOt TOR 36 TOt^R-TOTT (7) 3?fc (8) IRT TO TOfTOTRt' TOT TORT TORt fT -$RR 

110051 FRT fsiftfifa T5f RTOTOTT (W# TOf II) TOct “RR 37TfHt’' TO TOTOTO 

TpR R%R TOTTOTOfRct cTTFFT HRTO7TO (&3R 'HR RTOT7) TO RTFR TOT, fTORTO TOF TOT TOE ‘'^TOFHR' t (foR FTOf’ ?E^TO5Mk[ 
TO ETFTO TO RTO t) TO^ fs[§ TO^EtFE f^f 3^ R Ft/09/06/370 FR^lcf fTOTO RTO t, 3^TO RRPT-R RRt 3^7 
y«bir?W TOt tl 



TO EfeTO TO fro^fE tTO TOR TOT EE 3RTOf7cT TORTTOfRcl (&5RT HR TOR) TOR TOETOTTO t I ^TOt TOfETOEE 
TOETO 30 fTO.TO. 3^7 ^TOR TOT 100 TO t I RcTOEE ETEER TOTO7TR (^) TO ER 2 ITT. t I TOR TO 371*44^ RfTOT t fTOETOT 
TOT Rf?fTOT TOTOeRTcTO TOfTE TOTOjTO ^ETE t I TORI FcR^ro FTTOF (TO i ~^) TOvtf TORE EfTRTE TO%T TORT f 1 
EETORE 230 EtRE, 50 ^ TOT f^RpT TOR TO TOEt TORT t I 

THlfTOT TO: Et TOTO TO TOPdftTOI ETOtE TOt TOTO^f TOTTOt TO fRETsttcrot ^ ftTOE TO fRR Et fTOTO TOURT! afk 

ETFR TOt fRTOt ^ EFct TO TO EETOt TOTOTt, RTO^TT, fTOTO, 7#R FTRTOR, tRTOTTOT tTOTO 3RlR TOt TOctf TO RfTRftfcT/RfRf^cT 

i^T froro torto i 

3tH^RtRTOTOR «TOT 3rfafrom TOt TOT 36 TOt TOT-TOT (12) FRT TOR TOfTOfTO TOT TOTR TORT |R TO TOTOTO TORT t 
fTO TOR TOFR ^ 3TRRTTOT TO fR TOTM-TOT TO 3tTOfcf TORt f^TOTfm SRT TORt iROT, "fewf TO 3TJRR 3^7 TORt TOTOft Tl fTORR 

srgRttror tofr tot froror froro ^iro i, t^rt^R to Ft ifro, rto»tto 3^7 tottotrr to cfTeR tottorto Rt ?Rt rot 

1 fR.TO. ^ 50 fR.ro. RTO “f” RR TO 100 ^ 50,000 cTTO TOt 7TO R R7TOTOT RRRR 3RRR (RT) 3^t7 100 fR.TO. TO TOR^ 
3TfRTO^ “f’ RR^fRR 5000 ^ 50,000 RTO TOt 7TO R RcTOTOT RR 7T%R 50 fTO.TO. RTO TOt JrfTORR ^TRTO TO^ t 3^7 
RR 1 ”10^, 2x10^ TO 5*10* TO t, TOt TOTTcRTO TO RfTOTrRTO RTOtTO TO 7JR TO RRcJcTO fl 


[TOT. R. FTORRR-21(115 )/2006] 
TOR. RT^TRTOR, Tt^TOTO, Mrto RTR fTOFR 
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New Delhi, the 3rd August, 2006 

S.O. 3359. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
Instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of high accuracy (Accuracy class-II) of series “MIT” and with brand 
name “MAXTRON” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Maxtron Instruments, 115, 
Shivapuri, Delhi- II0 051 and which is assigned the approval marie IND/09/06/370: 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of IOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle, etc., before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of 1 mg to 50 mg and with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 5000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of 100 mg or more and with ‘e’ Value of I * I0 k , 2x 10 k or 5x 10 k , 
where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance 
with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-21(115)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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'T^ Awft, 4 STOTO, 2006 

«ET. 3TT 4 3360.—TOT^T TO, fafijd TJTf^«bl^ SKI y^cja fTTfct TO f7TO7 ^ TO <7 TO TOTTOR Ft TOTT 1> 
% 7TO fTTO^ -$ TOFR (fH Ft 3TRTfd $gf) TO7 3rfc TOT tojto arfvfWT, 1976 (1976 TO 60) <TTO TOZ 3^ TOT TOTO 
(*iT«dT TO 3FJ7t<H) fm, 1987 ^ Twtf ^ 3FRTO f 3fa F*T TOT Wt TOFTOTT f % TOFTclK TOltF ^ 3Tcrf*T 3 sfT 7TO 7TF?T 
^*TT*fcTT TOTR TStFT 3^ faf^FT Fftf&TfflFT 34^«W Tfal 3RH TOFT T# 7 !!; 

3FT: 3^ TORfa TOTOT, 7TO STfafTOTO TOt TOT 36TOt7TOTOT (7) 3rk7TOTOT (8) FTCT TOF Tlfdrf TO TOT7T FTOt 
fF "to ^TT-tTO 6/192,7^171 777, TlF, W, 3FTOT, 777 TO7T IRI 7*TOT TOTT*far (TOTOfar TOf 

III) *TO Ht Ft’ *JBraT $ 3TOTO 7JTO 7T%F 3TTON|%F FlrR 7TOTO4 (^wf TO) ^ TOFR TO, fTOTTO sTTF TO TOT 
"^TteF” f (M ^ ^ TOFR7TO *fet FTFt TOT f) 3^1^ 3R7tTO 1^ 3Tlf TO iFt/09/06/236 fTOTT TOT 

t, 3R7TTO TOTTOTO TOt 3^ TTOfW TORt tl 

7TO TTFRitr fa^FTOT TTTOTTO TO^T 3TTTOFT TOFPFTfcffi ( T ^HWf 3TTO7 TO) TOR 3WI t I FTO>t 3rfTOTOT 
TOTcTT 1000 from 3^7 TOTcJT 2 %.W, t I TOTOR TOTTOT 3TOTOT (f) TO TOT 100 m i I F*Ttf TO' 37T TO^fH ^fro t 
frorro tot FfdTR ototottoto TOtf ftot f 1 tottt <toh4^ totTf (to f Ft) TO?t tTOt <tUtot toft 

t I 7TOTOT 230 TO7, 50 F^f TOTOcft TOT f^R TOFT TO TO^f TOFT t I 


mmtmm 



TOfror TOZ ^ ‘TOTOT ^ 3Tf?lf7TO TOft7 TO TOTO^ TOTORf ^ fTO 7 3 TtTOT ^ fTO 7 TT^TTO 7T tTOTT TOTO I 

3^k TOTO7 7TO 3rf^fdTOT TOt TOT 36 TOt' TO-TOT (12) £RT TO7 ^itTOTf TO TOT^T TOT^ TO ^ "T^TOTT TOTO 1? 
% 7TO 7TTO ^ 3TTOITO ^ TO TOTOT-TO ^ TOfcT 7# ^ffTOidl TOT TOT fefcf, fTOTTTO TO ^TOFTR 3fk TOt TOTOT ^ 1%7T^ 
sTTOTfro toftt to ItoWt Iron toh t, f^rf^ TOt ^ ^ Ft ^ro, w^tFr 4 t ^ Ftror tottoft to fpi to 

5 m TO TO^ STfaro ^ “f ” 7H ^ fTO7 500 ^ 10,000 FTO TOt f^T TOTOTOT TOTOTH 3TTOM (TO) ^T 50 tTO.ITT. ^ 3lfTOT 
3^ 5000 tro.m FTO^ 3rfTO7TO ^TOTTO^t3qk 7H 1 xlO^, 2x10* TO 5*10*, TO t, TOT TO!c7TO TO ^llrMTO 

TO ^JTO ^ TTT^^T I 


[TO. TO FTO^ s TO-21 ( 58 )/2006 ] 
37R. TO^sro, Wnro, Mtot tot fepr 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3360. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of the self indicating, non¬ 
automatic, (Platform type) weighing instrument with digital indication of 1, NTP’ > of series of medium accuracy (Accuracy 
class-III) and with brand name “NANOTECH” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Nano- 
Tech. Instrumentation, 6/192, Parkash Nagar, Bodla Road, Shahganj, Agra, U.P. and which is assigned the approval 
mark IND/09/06/236; 

The said model (see the figure given below) is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with 
a maximum capacity of 1000 kg. and minimum capacity of 2 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 100g. It has a tare 
device with 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 



In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and up to 5000 kg and with number of verification 
scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for V value of 5g or more and with l e’ value of 1 x 10 k , 2 x 'lO k or 5*10\ 
where k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer with 
the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-2l(58)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 


2495 G1/06—2 






7368 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: AUGUST26,2006/3HADRA 4,1928 


[Part II—Sec. 3 (ii)] 


ftRrft, 4 3R77T, 2006 

377. 3361.~<£d(fa 7T73R7 ^T, Ulteft IRT ^ Vftgl ftft£ R7 ft^IR *F7ft ^ ^ 7TRT*7R ft RTT f 

^ 3ft RR-RR^TSTfafftR, 1976 ( 1976 60) rT^TT 3ft "Rtf RFR! 

OlWT 3FJT 3731 ^) fftRT, 1987 ft ^W7f ft 373^7 t 3ft ?7? ^TcT ftf 77ftFRT t fft RRcTR Wfrl ft! 3Rfa ft ftt 7R<T 
‘ z F?TftTT "«HT6, 7<sl*ll 3ft ftfftR Rftf^lfftTf ft 7ftl "5RR °h«i] TftlT; 

m:, 3R, ft=ft4 7774517, ^44 3TfftfftR7 ftf 4T7T 36 ft! ^?4RT (7) 3ft ^rqr^THT (8) £I7T Kc4 Rfftfft 44 #T 
ftl*? 4^1Piw 4>ftR, ft 16, fsdjTdH 4 )I* j 7$'Fh, 37T<£ ft T^TT RFf, fftlsfftft (ftR), ft4ft-400083 

SRT fRf^T3^ II) 4Tft 'TC4ft *fs m ft 3T4T4T7£44 77fftT 3R<r4TfrR fteR 344RU1 (H4R eft TT447) 

ft Tffe^T 44 fa*lft ftS 44 4RT ‘^iPW f (faft TTlft |7?ft 44RR; 344 ftfgR 444 44T ft) 3ft faft 3T3Rftd fft? 3ft TR 
ft/09/06/374 TW^feW fft4T trj f, 3T3*ft4 WFT-77 Rift 3ft y^lftlcT 4Rcft ft 



344 ftftn 44T ffthfcT ftf tf4)R 44 RR 7ft 37T4lR<1 3l*RRlfttf (7t4R eft "574)77 44) dftd 3WR "t I fFRff 
37fVW7 3TR4T 30 fft.TIT. 3ft ^444 QTRcTT 100 TIT. t I 7Tc4FR RTW4 3RRM ft) 44 RR 2 TIT. t I W$ ^ STTftlTJRd ^fft 
f f3T7T44 R4 ftftl4 -oil^edlrMcb Vlfft aTT^RcR TTRT4 t I 3I44?r 5£T4ft (TRT $ ft) TOf cfft4 ftftRT 

4R4T t I 3WR 230 ate, 50 ycqi^cff ^IRT t^5T R7 ^>l4 f I 

mfm w ^ gsi4R ^ 37fdf7^ r#i ■sift 'cbqr^ ^ f^ t^rr tt trr ^ qt tor rrri 3^7 

*fcf 'Sfit 1^ ^ ^ ^ 37745t TTFmt, ^«!T«JcTT, fe^d, 7Tf%3 ^mTR, TlRFR fTT^fcT 3nf^ RdT ^ R7 

MRorrcfd/RfT^f^T dFf f^FTT RTR77T I 

37t7 3TMW7 ^ «7RT 36 3R?7RT ( 12) £RT ^RPTf #f ^ t % 

3^T TO ^ 373^ T7I TMRR4 ^ 3Wfa 75^ fsfMdl ^RT 757ft feld, ^ 3R7TR 3^7 757ft TTTOft T4 f%7^ 

3T3Rfe ■RT5R IdRftn f^RTT tRT t, fdfdftd 757ft ^ ^ ^«7T«ftTT 37^7 ^PftTRR ^ 7TRR 7WI #1 

1 fir. TIT. 3 50 ft. TIT. 7RT “<” RR ^ ftR 100 7T 50,000 TRT far WFIIVR MIMMH 3R71R (T^T) 3ft 100 ft- TIT. RT 737ft 
3qft^^“f ’ RBftfRT^5000 ^ 150,000 TRT ftr 4‘ 77r4TMd RR 77ftcl 50 ftr.TIT. 7R7 3Tft^rcR7 W ^ t 3ft “f” 
*7R 1x10^,2x10^^ 5x10^,^ ft ^it TdlrRcF RT ^RTriR5 ^7T ^7 ^ 77^3^711 


[RT. 77. ^^TTR-21 (132)/2006] 
37R. -RT^aR, fft^RT, ftf^RT RTR ft^TR 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3361. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of model of non-automatic weighing 
Instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of high accuracy (Accuracy class-11) of series “HA” and with brand 
name “WEIGHTRONIX” (hereinafter referred to as die said model), manufactured by M/s. Weightronix Controls, No. 16, 
Hindustan Kohinoor Industrial Complex, I.B.S. Marg, Vikhroli (W), Mumabi-400083, Maharashtra and which is assigned 
the approval mark IND/09/06/374; 



The said model is strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) with 
a maximum capacity of 30kg. and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare device 
with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing results. The 
instrument operates on 230Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle, etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of the Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg. with 
verification scale interal (n) in the range of 100 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of Img to 50mg and with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 5000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of 100 mg or more and with ‘e’ value of 1*10“, 2><10 k or 5x 10 k , 
where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance 
with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-21(132)/2006) 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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’if 4 Ji'iw, 2006 

% Rft2 off% ftfeR (ftft TTf 3TTffcT fttf) RFW srfftftm, 1976 (1976 60) <T«?T ftft T^R RR37 

(ftfeftf vr&iiilw) ftm, mi ^ aifF’ri 3fo ftwrrt% emmR mRt spftftft fttftfeR 

qiiy, TSftTT 3fft 1ftfft~T mRR*hRi 4T ft ft*i( vKH <+>«ff <^*|[; 

3RT:, 3T^, ^50^ TR^K, 3TfVf^nq cfft ?aTO 36 ^T^rTTr (7) sfa (8) gRTWrT ¥ f fea4T ^T 3RffrT ^ ftffft 

ft*ft total fafafU, ft. 377 / 22 , w im, ffttrrcn ftnftik-560027-'*Fto 1 m ftftffio ^*tata (-qstata 3 ft hi ) 

lift 4 fttftt-300 ’ *2 Old l ft> 3taef> 4£eH Rfetf ^^T^IlRld dlcrH (ftlPT ftft jJehK) ft> hTsci ^T, sTF? “^T iR ‘ fsftt* 

i (fftft to' JW& ftfepT i) afo fftft 3T3%4 fftf 3Tlf ^ ftt/09/06/203 *W^Rld fto w t, sr^ftl^T 

W*T-^ to $fft 3T<+.rf7W tl 



i)( - too 


^rt ftrsR ^ fftto to ftn antor 3R3toRT (tor zr wr ) ftto 1 1 Ttor arftew 

WTcTT 2.5 %.m 3?ft ^ffcFT ^FfrfT 10 Ut. t I WTRT RFRTR 3RRIR (f) ^1 RFT 500 ft. it I to' T^T tod^crH ^fta t 
ttofn ?t?t to?R tor atog^R 'srara t1 v&m tote to ftt ftt) to ton tow ^tora 

t I 7WI 230 toe, 50 to ^qn?ff VKT fft?JcT TRR to ^TT t I 

fclftftO Rftl ^ ysito ft> 3^fciR«w tal °4<4to ft> f^Tjr <siRrt') ft 0«hft ^ f^ Rh^fT 'Jll^ll afft 

ifer ^ Mft, ^u«fcTT, Rfe wrn, ^fRfr[ frocT 3^ ^r?j ^i f^n -mji\ I 

3^T ^tT 3Tftlftm ^t VRT 36 ^t ^T^RT (12) STCT 37^T TTfwl’ ^T THTUt ^ ^ ^ fttw ^Rcft t fa 

^RT Rfe^l ^ SppfaT ^ WTT-T? ^ SRFfa ^ 'Rfftp#! 'gJTT ^ fTO3, ^ 3^RR 3^R ^ RTOJt ^ 

apjntf^ci RfeeT ^r mm toi w f, ^rt ^ ^ ^ w4m 3fk chi^mcR ^ 't#! ^ff 

loo 1ft. m ft 2 m cr^“t” I^R ioo ft 10,000 ct^ ft Ti^nTi rrmh » (t^t) 3^5 ttt. ^^rft 3 tRrt 

^ f ” RPT ^500 ft 10,000 CR7^31 ft WC4NH RR"B%cT 50 fen. cR?^ 3TfftWl m$\ Wt f 3^R 4, ^ M RR 1 x]0^, 
2x10*^ 5x10^, $ f, ftl ^ ■^JTRRT tjurfe 17T ^ W 3 ^ tl 


[m ft. 1(17 )/2006 ] 

37R RT«J^.«IR, fH^I4>, fftto ~m Ift^R 
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: 3PreT26,2006/*n*4, 1928 
New Delhi, the 4 th August, 2006 

S.O. 3362, —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in die said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of “DC-300” series of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) and 
with brand name “DIGI” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Essae Teraoka Limited, No. 
377/22, 6th Cross, Wilson Garden, Banglore-560 027, Karnataka and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/203; 


J 



DC -100 


The said model is strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) with 
a maximum capacity of 2.5 kg. and minimum capacity of lOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 500mg. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect The Liquid Crystal Display (LCD) display indicates the 
weighing result. The instrument operates on 230Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. The said model is 
also having facility for piece counting. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle, etc. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of the Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg. to 2g. and with verification scale 
interval (n) in die range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 x 10 k , 2* 10 k or 5x 10 k , 
where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance 
with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-21(17)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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teft, 11 2006 

W. 37T, 3363.-##1 ^T, ^crl AsrA^ 5'^e^ A5»TT<rl #5^ 'Sh'A^M «TT), 12 efaR 

^ Tte, ^ ^5^2113, ^ qiftFFTtt £TCT ft# # TOTT 10/1/20 f^TFF 

10 P^<, 2001 f^f^T3716 r^'W<,2002 arr^^raK^ 

(#1 qT 3TTfftr HI) qiZ # TIN STftrfWT, 1976 (1976 
60) TOT ^TZ # 'RN Wtt (Tffefi «FT 3lj#4) fATO, 1987 ^ 'STOVf ^ 3F^ f tfqicFfi t % WTffiTC 

w 3^rfV ft' At “33RT ftfe?T TOT«f<TT «RTXT T#FT # f#R qftfTOfdftf ft ft<7T 3RcTT #TT; 

3TrT:, 3m, TTT^R, '3T5RT 3TftlftTTO qft ^7-mn (3) m\ 36 (7) ftft (8) 5TCT 

Knf TTforft qpl WT ^ ft# it ft ## 3IT. m&5, 2“6TPT^T^,q^2144,^ T ^^T^l^l i ll 5RT faRffid 
‘#11 $-ftt V #-11- it i f-ftt ^ # f^TT ft TT^r ft ft xp^T fe#TC ft ftt fftft ^TRcT ft ftt$ 

ifW-i/ftm# iftq; fftn ft# faftfts, ft it ft-ft^ toA, (#) mftt fam its, ft# (^e) ft#400072 

S»TCT TOT qfT TFT ft, # fftft SFjft# fft? 377^ Tm #13/06/277 ’UH^R'lcl fft*TT TOT ft ; 



^T ft#T ftt ft # Tiel 37R 117 ftft ft ftT# fftfftd fTOT ^T TOT/TT t I q? #T ft ftclRdd 3TO rJTm TO# 
ftt wfi ft 3 ?ptt 11 #7 wtf ft f to # ft t# tot TO ft ^ f ft #TO-3TOfc f i ?TO irt#t # 

cn# TTJ^T 2 cTte i I 3TNtf^r ^gfm ^ ^ 200 ^ TXeTqt it ^ wm ^ 3#mr cT«IT 3TtecW 

2450 37ntf#^m cr^^TR t I 'ReT *# *# 505 ^ # 570 ^ ^ft/ "OTT 3 , 15 

f# tor tot 1 1 tot«^ # 1.0 tot J timn it 1 1 

Wl(H J l # qFt ^lT*>d ^ 3#fm^T «6Md^[ 'STOFRf ^ %TT TT#T ^ ^ ff^ <£ HT f^TT 

^tt # xfer qFn qrm ^ fW ^ ^ 3Wi ^k T ‘rnrot, Trfe ^Trom, wW fs#r 3^ 

^ ^ TO^T T' MRdfrid/qW^T ^f f^IT ^11 I 

[XFT. ^T. ^^T^-21(42)/2006] 

3tr. Tngr^m, Ph^i^, mq f^rn 
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New Delhi, the 11th August, 2006 

S.O. 3363. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, along with the Certificate of Approval Number 10/1/20 dated 10 December, 2001 superseded by Revision 1 
dated 16 September, 2002 issued by the National Measurement Institute (formerly the National Standards Commission), 
12 Lyonpark Road, North Ryde NSW 2113, Austrialia; is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the 
figure given below), is in conformity with the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 
1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to 
maintian its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by the third proviso to sub-section (3) and sub-sections (7) 
and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby approves issues and publishes the certificate of 
approval of model of LPG Fuel Dispensers of designation and series ‘CII-SEE-PA’ and ‘CII-DEE-PA’, manufactured by 
M/s. D.J. Bate hen Pty. Limited, 2-6, Raglan Road, Auburn 2144, NSW, Australia and marketed in India by M/s. Larsen 
& Toubro Limited, PDP-Powai Works (West), Saki Vihar Road, Andheri (East), Mumbai 400 072 and which is assigned 
the approval mark IND/13/06/277 ; 



The said model may be identified under category OIML R 117 describing ‘Measuring systems for Liquid other 
than water’. It is an attendant-operated LPG dispenser for refueling motor vehicles. The minimum measured quantity is 
2 litre. Maximum flow rate is 60 litre per minute and minimum flow rate is 10 litre per minute. Operating pressure is 
maintained at least 200 kPa above the equilibrium vapour pressure of LPG and maximum operating pressure is 2450 kPa. 
It is approved for LPG density range 505 kg/m 3 to 570 kg/m 3 at 15° C. The Accuracy class is 1.0 and the Environment 
Class C. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. The said model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle, etc. or alteration of any other type before or after sales in India. 

[F.No. WM-21 (42)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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M faFtfr, 11 STTOcT, 2006 

W. 3TT. 3364.—TRTOT TO, 3TTfaTORt £KT (TO TO 3nf ) SR TOTt TOFB 

^hi^i-TO TOt RhI<£ TO fq^K =h<^ ^ TO? TOFTOR Ft m 4I i? fTO d<w RhIcI ^ Rf^TcT hTsci (TpR Ft "R^ 
3TO£fR ^§f) TOR 3?fc RR TORTO SlfafRTOT, 1976 (1976 TO 60) RTO TOR 3^ TOR TORTO CRTFRft' TO TOJRtFR) fRTO?, 1987 
TOpM e£ 3T^R t 3fft TO TOcT TOt RRM t % MURK TOW TOt 3Flfa 3 *fr RTO TOTOR R^TsfcTT TOTR, 7#n affc 
•l^T 3 4H^W TOR TOTR TOTOT #RT; 

3TcT:, TOT, TO#RTOTO7, TORT STfafRTOT ^ TOR 36 TOt ^JR-TOTT (7) 3^ (8) 5RI TOTTO SIRm^T TOT TOTtR TOBt ^ 
^TO$ ^f?TTO t&fe it Rt-^HU^m 32,^^ 8953, £l$ilTOR, wV*K&i. m fa fa ft <1 faBR TOTOfaT (TOTOfaT TOf I) <£ 
totof ^jtor Rrffir, siwRrfcRR TObr «m<ui (tror rr im) ^ to^b tot farroR tof tot rtr ‘Tjf^TO^TTBt',i sfR 

4 320 x 3TR 1 RTOTT TOT"! (faW W$ TO 5 * R?TO^^TOT TOFB TOFT TORT t) 3?fe fTO TOTOT TO TOTO* TOT f*R#R fTOTO -31#? 

fa. Rft-64, zt zt Rt c^rb Ttfr^rr, -grfa, faBT toB, R^t -gTO^400705, hfrpr tot Itort frost Rfwcfa tot Rfai*fR <£ totottort 

t, 3fR fTOt faf TOTf T*R ^t/13/05/975 TFT^facT fTOTOT TOT f, 3^^ TOFT-TO TOft 3fft TOFTfacT TOTOft tl 



TORT RIFF #RRTfRTO 3^ TOR far 3TTTOfar TOTOTOTfaTO (TOTB ZR TO) TOTBR TOTTORT t I ?STOt 3TfTOTOTOTO SRRT i > 
1 fTO.TTT. TOT faR 50 m < ^RT < 205 m 3fR TO < 205000 TOTFT t I FR9 ^ TOTOFFFfTrRB «nlTO 3Tf^H'R ^RT t I 
TORTOT 12 Rt^^TRt *TRT TORT TO FFPt TOFT i? I . 

wiRh j i "Mi Bt RIf tor ^ srRrttTO TOftR to TOTOTOt totottt ^ fro?, ysfi<ri ^ tItoT ^ Rm. ^ft ttMto fron 

TOTOt 1 

[TO. TT. TOTO^TO-21 (275)/2005] 
3 TR. RT^^TR, RiTOTO, tMror -RR tTOTR 
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New Delhi, the 11th August, 2006 

S.0.3364.—Whereas the Central Government, after cofisidering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority along with the Model approval certificate issued by the Netherlands Meetinstiuut (NMI), Netherlands, is 
satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below), is in conformity with the provisions 
of .the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures 
(Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use 
and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of special accuracy class (Accuracy class-I) and of type ‘320 x R’ 
with brand name ‘Precisa Instruments AG’ and manufactured by M/s. Precfsa instruments AG, Moosmattstrasse 32, 
CH8953 Dietikon, Switzerland and sold in India without any alteration or additions by M/s. Jay Instrumented & Systems 
Pvt. Ltd., C-64, TTC Industrial Area, Turbhe, District-Thane, Navi Mumbai-400705, Maharashtra and which is assigned 
the approval mark IND/13/05/975; 



The said model is an electronic and load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) with 
maximum capacity of 50g ^ Max ^ 205g for e > lmg and n < 205000 divisions. It has a substractive retained tare 
device. The instrument operates on 12 Volts, DC power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

[F.No. WM-21(275)/2005] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 


2495 GI/06—3 
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# far#, 11 3PTCT, 2006 

^T.3TT. 3365.-##? 4R4R4 R>T, fafas RffaR# SRI Ttf U^cT ft 1 # R4 faRR RR^ # RTRT^RS RRTRR STRRI t # 
3R4 ft# R Rf# RferT (#f St Rf #§f) RR #4RTRRHRf SffafaRR, 1976 (1976 R7 60) RRT RH #4 RTR RRcfi- 
(RTS# R4 3T^#R) faRR, 1987 # TRRRf # t # 4 - 54 ? Rid# RRRR1 t far TRTTcfR RRfa # 3TRfa ^ RTSrf 

RRTRcF R4IR TW1 #4 faffaR cJ4^ #n T^TR RRcF TfaTT; 

3RT:, 33R, W)#4 TR=hK, 3«K1 STfafaRR # RRT 36 # RR-RRI (7) #4 (8) SRI 31 SctT ^lf«K# RT? SIRfa RR^ e[R., 
fafa # if&U RRR#. #-62, «£S Fid# # 47TR# RZ4T-800001 SIR fat# R^RR RRT«far (RRT#T R*f III) #1 33T^ 

#’ *j®RT # f#Jd faf R%R, 3RRRT%4 #R RRF4R (2RRRRRFK) # RltR RR. falR# Rfe RTT RTR ‘fRRfa’ f (fafa 
^fa RTRTR 4RRT RTSR R>FT RRT t), #4 fa# 3RptS4 fa? -3Rf TR #/09/06/364 RRR## f#RT RRT t, 3R#4 
WI-^ #4 RR#TR RR# ft 



■3RR RTgRT RR7 faffa # RRH4 RTF RT4 4# 3RRTfaT ^dlfac! (£r<R Rfq TIRTR) #R TqRRR t I fR# 3?faRRTR 
mi TT 30 ffa.TIT. #4 ^TcR 3TRRT 100 3JT. t I R7RTR4 RIRRH 3RRRT (^) -EFT RFI 5 RT- t 1 ?4fa' RRT 33T^R^FT $ faTRF'l 
TRT ■yfdTRT sqRcH^RRRRr Rlffa afafajirH RRTR t I 7TW <1 oH4f ^T# (TRf ^ #) R# #R mR' j UM RR#T<T RRcF t I 
RW4R230 #3, 50 #R RcRMdl RTO RRTR R4 R# RR4T t I 

RTlfaRT k4'<d # T^RT fa <hRiR=K 1 #14 Rft oRR#t ^ ftTR 3#T^ R ^ 7#T^S ^ Rf^I' d 10311 I 

3TR #SP7 3RRTR cRRT 33f?#RR RRI 36 "3R-RRf ( 12) SRT TRrT ^iRklilT RIT #Rl RR^ fTR RS 4lN u ll RRcft t 

fa 4R4 RfeRf ^ 3T^#4 «£ W RRFRR ^ STT# TRTt fafT#T SRI faTSTS, ^ 3?^RR 3^T ^TTt 410# ^ faRRl 
315#ScI "RfecT RTT rT#l faRTT RRT t, fafaf# 3Rf ^ # #F, RRT*# #4 RR#RR # #T4 T9RR*1 # #1 # 

. 100 fa. m RT ^4fa 3#441 #*^"-974# fafR 500 R 10,000 R47 # far $ RcRRR RFI 4fe 50 ffa. RI. RRT # 3#RF4R 
^R4T R04 t #4 ,, ^ , ’ RR 1x10^, 2x10^ RT 5><10^, # t, Rl R4TRRF RT RTRTrR47 ^#^7 Rj ^ # 4RTpR t'l 

[RR. R.^F^4nT~21(85)/2006] 
3TR. RT^RR, fH^I=F, fafa^T RTR fa^TH 
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New Delhi, the 11 th August, 2006 

S.G. 3^365 .—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
proviSlilsno^the: Standards of‘Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument with dual range (Table top type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (accuracy class-111) of series- 
W1T and with brand name “WICOM” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Weigh India 
Company, Opp. B-62, Budha Colony, Patna-800001, and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/364. 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
working on the principle of load cell with digital indication of maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of 
100g. The verification scale interval (e) is 5g. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. 
The Light Emitting Diode indicates the weighing results. The instrument operates on 230Volts and 50 Hertz alternative 
current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of the Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing 
instrument of similar make and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg and with number of 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for 'e’ value of IDO mg or more and with ‘e’ value 1 * 10 k , 
2 *10 k or 5*10 k , k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved 
Model has been manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-21 (85)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director, Legal Metrology 
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ffwft, l'l 37171, 2006 

W.37T. 3366.777H7 H, t^rfFcT ITfaUTt £T7T 177J1 frft^ 17 fl!T7 ^ IHTc^ If 77H1R ft HI ftl - 
w friz 3 if% Tfer (iNtftif 37ifTfi £#') itz 3?t7 if? mu atfifiii, 1976 (1976 n 60) <rar itz 3?t7 hi ifth 
(T tfeff H 3T^KH) 1lH, 1987 Hllf ^ 3?3^1t 3fa f7T HI lit f'TOT t % UlTcTR lltl lit 37lfl 4* «ft HI HflT 
HT^IT HT^ TT^IT 3^7 MRfwid^T 1 HT 1£T1 HIT T^TT; 

371:, 371, «h's)l 777117, <j«k 1 37flfHl lit H7T 36 lit HH7T (7) 37^7 (8) SKI Ifcf TlflHt H !T7^ ITT ^7T7t 
# ffelT Hilt, it-62, 4 >m)h) ^ 7TTHt, 1Z1T-800001 £T7T flftfl 1?H llTsfcn (HTsfcTT l*f HI) HIT ‘f^37Tf it' 

J’jncTT ^ 3715177JH 77ffl, 377HlfcT! fteH ZWT (Htzn4!H7) H fl7p£ iff HHI t (tl3 f77l' 

177^ ITH^Hl ifScT UfT HI t) '3fa ^ 37^1^1 flf 37Tf H ft/09/06/365 fHTT HI t, ST^Rtfl HTH-H lit 

3^7 HlfHl Hit t I 



HI iffH H7 f^Tfl ^ 7H7 ^THRB 3Hlftl 3RHT%1 (^ZWf IHT) TFllH H1HT t I f77lit 37flHTl 
HTflT 1,000 %.1T. 3 tR SUIT 2 fom t. I 77clIH TOH 3RTTT1 (^) H 1H 100 IT. t I f7Tl 3TTHcpi gfll t 

TRT yfd^d lifer 31^1^4 !1T1 t I TTTTT HU4l> Hltf (lH t ^t) If^t ifal mR^SIH Hff$Tl U7H 

t I <m<«l 230 itlZ, 50 f^f Midi H7T fl^l W 17 Hpf H71T t I 

7Zlfm H^Z ^ -gfflR ^ 3lRlRoW H?frl lit HTHjyf HlfTTt' f^Tl 73teTl ^ TtlTl ^ Til itHlH it %1T ^TllT I 

3?t7^tl777117 HI 3TflfHl lit H7T 36 HH7T ( 12) ^ 1H lllltl 1H fli If Ifw Hit t % 

HI ITSII ^ 37fqtH ^ f77 3RPTH ^ 3RPfl ^t flfHHtcll £171 Hit fefl, ffUfl ^ 37£7IR 3lt7 T7Tt 77THt ^ ^1771 
37£ltffcT ITfcT H fiKf u l fim HI't', RlfiRld HTt ^TsIKlI ^ ^ ft '^17, HT^flT 3^t7 ITPflTHl ^ cftlR TW7 it fW it 
100 f*7. m ITZ771 37fl^ ^ u i" IB ^ %q; 500 3 10,000 HI lit fl 4' 7TcHH 1H 7TffcI 50 %. IT. 3 37fHT 3fR 5000 
%.m H7 lit 37fHH ^RcTT 1T^ f 3^t7 “i” 1H 1 * 10*, 2x 10* H 5x 10*, ^ f, it IT l? u llcHT ^iflT H ^1 


[H. 77. ^J Trq-21 ( 85 )/2006] 
3TR. IT^T^H, pT<^, flfllT HI IlHl 
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New Delhi, the 11 th August, 2006 

S O. 3366.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
Instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of series “WIP” with 
brand name “WICOM” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Weigh India Company, Opp. 
B-62, Budha Colony, Patna-800001, and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/365; 



The said model is strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) working 
on the principle of load cell with digital indication of maximum capacity of 1,000kg. and minimum capacity of 2kg. The 
verification scale interval (e) is lOOg. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light 
Emitting Diode display indicates the weighing results. The instrument operates on 230Volts and 50 Hertz alternate 
current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of similar make, and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50kg and upto 5,000kg and with number 
of verification scale inteival (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 100 mg or more and with ‘e’ value of 
lxl0 k , 2xlO k or 5xl0 k , k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved 
model has been manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-21(85)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director, Legal Metrology 
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M 11 3FTRT, 2006 

3TT. 3367.—TTTFtT Ft, faftcT FlfaFTlft gTTT Tftf FFJcT tttte FT fFFTT FRF qfr FF 7TFTVFT Ft FFT f 
faTOfTFt^FffiRT FferT (Ft# F^ 3tTffF ##') FTZ 3?tTFTF FTTO atfaftFF, 1976 (1976 Ft 60) cT«TT FE 3?fcFlFFlTO 
Ft at^Ftor) Rtff, 1987 F» fto# #■ $ afa sf ftf ft! wrt # 1ft cfttftt ffPt Ft aref# # Ft to ft^t 

FFT#FT TT§PTT 3^ fafFR MRrwM # FFtJFrT #FT TOT FFFT T&FT; 

3tcT:, 3TF,'#^TTTFtT,TOarfTtfFFiTFTt FRT 36 FTt^F-FTTT (7) 3^ (8) gkl TOT tflRw^TFtFFtFFFTt^#F# 
2/41,FtFMFTl£TS, #^-600037,TTfFcTO^T^fMfo'3^FFT*faT (FFT^cTTFif II) FT# ‘FTTF^Ft 4 ^J^TT 
^ 31’qiet, ^q«i TffSF, 3TTFFT%?T d)<dd <PWk u i (iq<d<ilM FFtT) Ft hTsci Ft pJiu«t> WF Ft TFT 4 4 t (f#rt 

*fcr firwt) affcf## apjFtFF 1#$ 3TT^Ff ^t/09/06/257 WH^Pvid fFTFT FFT f, 3TFM-FF ^TrV alk 

TOftraFRtt tl 


/P 




TOT FT5TT TO Pq^ftl TO TOT Ft FTC #?T 3TTFTft<T 3TTFFTf#F (^TOdM -TOT) cfrrR TOFFF t I fFFTt ^rTTOTTF 
stfft 30 ft».m atk ^jwt arro 100 ft. 11 trftto hihhh srttm (^) Ft fft 2 ft. i i ^ff to stt^t^ft ^ftt t f^rro 
7TF FftTO TOTFTOTTcTO Flftt 3TT#TOTO.3TFTF t I TO7T 4cF4<f>' 'SFTtF (Ret i ~£\) TOf FtrR TfTFTFT 3M<#d FTO t I 
TOTO 230 #TO, 50 T$*t TOTTFcff FTTT iFlpT TOT FT Ft# FRcfT t I 

Tt£(R-H J l Kd<i Ft ^sofh qfr arPiRw Hi'il'i Ftt chMd^yl c^fsk) Fj fcm. # TlF# Fif#T[ TThTOF Ft Pt>Fl ••jiito afR 

TFF FTFcT F7t fTOt ^ ^ 3TFFT FTF TTFTFt, FFT’-tFT, fe^T^d, TTfe FFTFFT, 1%®TO fe^RT 3TlfF F^t "FcT? FT 

Hp<qldd/9Rqf^d FFt tFTFT ^TTRFfl 

3TTT ^FtF TTOT TO 3TfFfdFF FTt FTTT 36 F>t ^F-FTTT (12) ^TTT TO VlRkwT FTT FFtF FRF FF FtW FTTcft f 
% TO FT3TF q^ 31^HKd q^ fTT FFMFF ^ afTpfcf FTlt. PdfdMfdl ^TTT FTlt fejcT, fe^TTfF ^ 3TJTTTT 3^T FTTt TTFTFt 3 f^TTTF 
3T5FtfFF FTFFT Ft iFFtF fFTFT FFT f, P^PdRlcI FTlt ^fTO ^ ^ # ^FT, FFT^TT 3^T FF^FIeR ^ citrR ^TO^T Ft l# 1 ! ‘Fl 
1 fa. FT. 3 50 fF.FT. TO FFT ^ fFFT; 100 3 50,000 TO F>t *t’ TTcFTFd 3RRIFT (F^) ^T 100 FT. FT ^TT^ 3TfTO ^ 
“i " FH ^fFF7 5,000 3 50,000 TOF*tfF^TRFT'Td FFT TT%F 50 %. FT. TOF?t 3TfTO?FT ^FTFT FTct f 3Tk 44 i* 4 13 1x10*, 
2x10^ FT 5x10^, ^ t, Ft FFTrTO FT FfFToTO 1 ^F FT ^=F ^ TFT^FF tl 


[Ft. TT. ^F^FF-21 (83 )/2006] 
3TR. FT^FF, iFFTO, MTO FFT fWR 
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New Delhi, the 11th August, 2006 

S.O. 3367.— Whereas the Central Government, after considering die report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of die powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Govemipent hereby issues and publishes die certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of high accuracy (Accuracy class-11) of series “AS-JP” and with 
brand name “ABTECH” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Abtech Scales, # 2/41, 
Mogappair East, Chennai-600037, Tamil Nadu and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/257; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30kg. and minimum capacity of IOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc., before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of Img to 50mg and with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 5,000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of 100 mg or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 x 10 k , 2* 10 k or 5* 10 k , 
where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance 
with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-21(83)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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W. 3TT. 3368. 7TR7 RF, RTfaRTTl FRT R7RF R7 fRRK RR?1 ^ "qYRTRRF RRTRH FT RRT t 
%FRR R Rf% RTFR (iti Ft Rf 3Rff?T R^‘) RTZ 3^R RR TTTRRr 3TfRfRRR, 1976 (3976 RTf 60) FRT RR RR RHR7 
(Tfe#‘ cR SFjqtRR) iRRR, 1987 it FRRRf i: 3FJ?R ^ 4r '?R RR R?t RRTRR t % RRRTT #1 R>t 3TRfa 3 Rt FRR RTSR 
RRRfrTT RRTF t<sPii 3flT fRfRR Hp.P-^fWi* "4* ttal 5>RM RRrfI T^RT; 

3RT:, 3TR, ^rOr RRR7,FRF 3TfRlWT r4 RT7T 36 r 4 FR-RT7T (7) (8) FTTRT Tlf^cPTf TT RRRT RRR fR^R7f 

2/41, RtRRl4< ^^-600037, dPldHI^ FTRftftcT R*RR RRT*faT (wefcTT^pf III) RTc^t 4 R; RR Zt Rt ’ *f3RTT 
^ 3RRT7JRF R%cT, aR^rgi^m RtRR FRWT (^RRZRW7) ^RTFRRFfRRRlRfFTlRTR 'ttr^F’ i (M |r 3 
TSTRTRFRR R7FR TFT RRT t) sfrt Ir 3 3RpfcR fRf ^ RR Ft/09/06/258 RRR^f^R %RT RRT t, 3TRRtFR RRRT-RR RTTt 3rfc 
WTfrRRRRttl 


FRF RTF73 R^ ^ W1TT RR RR RTRTftF WRRTfrR (FRR FR RRTR) R^r FRFRR/I | fRRH arfRRRR 

^RTcTT 30 %.m 3^7 -RRcTR STRFT 100 UT. t I RRTRR RRRR 3RRTRT (^) TIRH 5 FT. t I |RR' RRT STJ^RRRF RpR t fRRRTT 
?R yfdVId oi|Rc+,cHHIrH=6 Rlfel RT^R^R FRTR t I 3?TT7T 3 «rN 7 FTRtF (RRT f Ft) Wf TfTRPT mR^JIH 39<f$R RRRT t I 
FTFRT 230 TlR? f 50 F^3T RrTOf RET fR?JF W E7 ETt REFT t I 

■RlflR'l Rfe <£ c£ ^PlfUkl R#=T RTt RR^uf oAjc^RT c£ %tt trRtR ^ TIrR ^ %R Rl<rl«K Rt %ET RTRFT ark 

FRF RTSRT El) FRRit fR?Ft ^ 3TRRT RTF ^ RTRRt, RRTsfrTT, ‘feRTfR, Tfc FTRRTR, 1TRKT 37lfF Rft RTrff R7 

nRciicio/HRcif^id R?t "RIRRT! 

sfrr it^m TERR RTF 3TfRfRRR R?t RRT 36 ^ RR-RRI (12) FTRFrT Rlf^KI^T TT RRpT RRR fR RF RRcit f 
fFT "3RR RTFcT ^ aiRR^FR RRTR-RF STcRfcT FTTl' fq Pi nidi &KI FRt pH<Gld, tFRTFT ^ 3RJRR 3^ FRt til Rill ^ pjltltl 
a^RtfFF RTFRT TT %RT RRT f, FRl ^ Ft RRT^fcH sfk ^ cltRR FWRH R3 #1 

100 tR. m 2 m cTR7 44 f ” RH - ^ %R 100^ 10,000 ^ fR RrRTRR 3RmiRT (RR) 3fk5RT. 

RH ^iRR 500 ^ 10,000 cRFRTtt^fR RrRIRH RR RfFcT 50 1%. FT. rFFRft 3TfRRRR 5TRRT RT^ f 3rk 44 f ’ 4 RR 1x10*, 2x10* 
RT 5x10*, it f, ^ft RRRRRT RT RTWR? RR?R7 RT ^R it RRRRR tl 



[TT. R. RR-21(83) /2006 ] 

37T7. RT^RR, Pl4vi=h, iRfRRT RR fR^TR 
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New Delhi, the 11th August, 2006 

S.O. 3368. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of series 
“AS-TB” and with brand name “ABTECH” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s, Abtech 
Scales. # 2/41, Mogappair East, Chennai-600037, Tamil Nadu and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/258: 



The said model is strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) with 
a maximum capacity of 30kg. and minimum capacity of 1 OOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5g. It has a tare device 
with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing results. The 
instrument operates on 230Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc., before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 100 mg. to 2g. and with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 x 10 k , 2* 10 k or 5* 10 k , where 
k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with 
the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-21(83)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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Rml, 11 3RRR, 2006 

^T. 3TT. 3369.—TR°FTT cRT, yifaRdPl £RT ^ RRJd RT iRRR RRR FTRT^RF RRTOH FT RRT i 
fa fafte R Rf% RF5?T (rH ^ Rf RFffd ^t#‘) RTR affr RTF RFFF 3lfafW[, 1976 (1976 RP 60) cTRT W 3^RTF RHRi, 

RnaRjRfaO faiR, 1987 ^Tmf ^ ar^ i afa^F Rid Rrt ™ i fa mm frPt ^ mfR 3 ^ rIftt 

’ 2 T g ?T*frTT q-ilQ, «si'il afft faf*FT FttfarfcRTT ^ TT^T T^RT FFH «fc 7 cll T^RT; 

37?t:, m, trrtr, arfaftRR rt) rrt 36 Rft ^jfrrt (7) afa; (8) frt ^rterf rtt wi ^ fq; 

R^f> TRm, 2/41, h1'Hr< ^Nf-600 037, dfRcH!^, FRT fafo R«RR RRTsfdT R*f (RRF&TT spf Ill) ^ 
‘RRRFtV sj^eTT ^ 3T3RR 7JRR R%R, dlW’dirdd RfaR aMd^ ( WR) ^ RTF?T RTT fRTRF RTF RTf RTR *RRiFT 

t (fa£ ^ RTF?T w RRT t) afft fa3 aTJRfcR fRf 3T^ RR Ft/09/06/259 RRRRfad %RT W f, SPJRfcd 

3TRM-FF FRt affc WddPvid RRcft #1 



Tdd hPsqi i^ch fajRT MdiR R>T RR 7td1 aRRrfRT 3RRRTfacT ( l <rle'+>i4 y^K) cllcrfd aydK u l "t I 5*H=bl arfRdnTR 

iooo fa.m aftr ^jrctr n$m a fa.m t i w w rtmrh 3rrrt (4) rprr 200 m t 1 rrt ann^H ^gfar t 

p3LR«bl m yfa?ld odddTcrHIcRcb mfRT aff^eH RRTRt I ¥Tm 3cR4d> FTRtF (RR f Ft) 3^t dtcRT mR u IIH RFctfSm RRdT 
t ! FRRRTtt 230 50 FR4 yrFTddl' RRT fRSJfl WI FT RTf RRRT # I 

TSrfRRT ^ff^RT ^ 3Tfflp.cfd bqq^n) tciy_ ■R^fpr ^ <a)eiH ^ ^ tcrlM. *flcrim'd Rt fdRTT dm, 1 !! 

3^ ■Hl'SCd ^Rt f^raFt ^ 37^RT TTPTOt, ^T«7T«fcTT, Tff%Z FFOTR, di[4dTl{l fTPgTRT 3TTtF ^ ?Tdf 

7 m V qRdfrid FFf tmr -mjn\ 

afp: T'dld ^tT 37MdRR ^f[ RRT 36 TqRRT (12) FRT FTd ^fdd^T ^fP RRW ^ fR FF Rtw FRcft 11% 
T=fd RTF^ ^ 3^HKd ■£ FP 3PTPTO ^ 3RPfd FTft f^RfcTT ^RT FRt fted, fed lfd ^ 3^RR 3^ TRt RTWt ^ fmR 
3{^lRd RTFcd f^tRd f^TI TFT t, tMdftcT FTft ^cdl ^ ^ ft R^T, RRT«%T ^(4m^td ^ FfRR TOR Rt 
5 m RTTR^ 3TrRR5'^“4 M RH'^%R500 ^ 10,000 cRR Rft miTT RH R%cT 50 ’fe. m ^ 3?fR^ 3^ 5000 1%. m 
TT^^ft 3 TfR^nTR 8 RRT Rl^ t 3 ^ *‘I” RTF Lx 10 ^, 2 x 10 ^ RT 5 x 10 ^, ^ t, Rt RRFRW RT FiRTTR^ Rtrifo ^ RR^ 

'll 


[RTf, R. ^^RR-21 ( 83 )/2006] 
3 TR. RT«R^RR, fRpRRT RTR fRWd 
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New Delhi, the 11th August, 2006 

S.O. 3369. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in die said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of die Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, *1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of Model of non-automatic weighing 
Instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-111) of series 
“AS-PF” and with brand name “ABTECH” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Abtech 
Scales, #2/41, Mogappair East, Chennai-600037, Tamil Nadu and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/259; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) 
with a maximum capacity of 1000kg. and minimum capacity of 4kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 200g. It has a 
tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of the Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50kg and up to 
5000kg with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with ‘e’ value 
of l*10 k , 2xlO“or5xlO\ where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved 
model has been manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-21(83)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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pf 11 3ETET, 2006 

W. 3TT. 3370.—P^StP E<«hR PP, PlfiRpft SRI PEpT fET^ PT fpPR PE^ ^ PF EPTPH 
% P*ET Mi 3 c(|« Icf pfetf Offt t P$ 3TTffp $$) PTZ sfk PTP W 3rf#tpp, 1976 (1976 PE 60) PPT PTZ acfk PTP PFTP? 
(Pfeflf PE 3?5R^T) fpPP, 1987 ^ TPPPf ^ 3E^P t 3?R ^P pm P?[ PPTPPT $ fpT EETRR PPRl P?t 3TPfa 3 *ft ZPP PfeR 
PPRfcTT PPTT ESElT 3ffc fpfPR pftfwfcTPf 3 ZM^PcI "^PT 3TSTP PTETT T^PT; 

«m:< 31P,^P&P ERPTR, EPF 3TfpfTPP P>t PET 36 ^ft^TVRT (7) 4 t (8) SET PSP ?lfpFPfPE 37% PE^ ^ ^ 
f?^E1HE£?E,P. 11/69, PTIRZMt, ^H^-208001 ,ZtEP&TSRT fafoPw TO WsfcTT P*f (ppj^prf III) PT^ "p^F^” 
“jOttH P> 3TP>P> E%P 3P t M a l (^fap ^<*)H.) P> HlSd PEfPE<£ (s PE -1IH * qH*T (f^T^ 

PTPT^ZPF PT5R PTFT ppr t) afk fpf 3Tlf TP ^t/09/2006/320 EPp^fYTP fpETT TFT t, 31^)44 WT-^I ^TRt 

3^ M«=blf?lci PEpt 1?l 



3PP ETs^l Ep^ [q<y>fp M<t>R PE EE 3TTprflP T^H (4fs(^ y^U) i? I FEP>T STfPPETP S|EETT 

50 Zp 3?ft ^itlH SEETT 100 fpl'.PT. 1? I EcPIPP PETER 3FETR 0?) 5 fpr.PT. i? ! TRT^ Tpi - ^n^T^RT ^jfFP 1? fEEPE ?ET yfpVifl 
*PPP>RFTtPP> PTfET 3?T^ER PPTP t I PPE?T doE^C TETfe (TR t ~£\) PP?f cfe TfEJfTP 3M<$irl PEFT t I ZPPETT 
230 P^d, 50 ^ TrPVPtff PET 1 p?JF PSTP PT PTE$ P7ETT t I 

Tzrffrrn Wid ^ e^t ^ stMer ^ ^sd^i oq^Et ^ Iettt -sfR ^ ^ p[ e\?rs I^ett 

^TlTpiT 3rk PfeR ^ PEETt, PSTT®%T, t^fT^T, Efe ^FETET, pf%E ferfa 3TTfS ^ EP ^ EfETcfa P IpETT ^TT E^ I 

3?k <#>^0^ T«w 3rfpfpPE"3>t PRT 36 P>t <3 mPRi (12) SET PSP ^TfecETl PiT 3ETEI ^ ^)^u|| 3Edl ■§■ 

T«W PTSET ^ ^E TEME^ ^ 3EE^T '3Et (^Pinfel SET fE^lET, 1%^l^ ^ 3gEE sffc "3Et ETPOt f^ETE T 

ST^P^ET PfeR qRT f^fTE^T t^ETT EPT't', f^^fAd TPt ^ ^ "Ft PPTsfcTT 3fk PT^ETcR ^ cftETR T'RvE'T Pt FfE ^fi 
5 ST. PT ^EE 3Tte ^ “i” PR IRTt 500 ^ 10,000 ?Rf Pit $ EETER PFTPR 3EETR (TP) PltcT 5 Zp E 3T^RT 3^ 
100 Zpp^TTTt 3rf%RRP 5E7PTPT^f 3Tk“^ M PR 1 xJO^, 2^10^ PT 5x10^, ^ t, ET PPEPP7 PT PTETrE^ T^PT^f^ 
EP^Pt 1 

[PE. E. TP-21 (69)/2006] 
SIR. PT^PP, fPT^TPT, MPP^ PTP fPWP 
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New Delhi, the 11th August, 2006 , 

S.O. 3370 —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by* sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Weighbridge type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-111) of series “VEW” and 
with brand name “VENUS” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Hindustan Scales, 
No. 11/69, Gwaholi, Kanpur-208 001, Uttar Pradesh and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/320; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Weighbridge type) 
with a maximum capacity of 50 tonne and minimum capacity of 100 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 kg. It has 
a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle, etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of the Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and up 
to 100 tonne with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5 kg. or more and with 
‘e’ value of l*10 k , 2 x 10 k or 5* 10 k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by 
the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said 
approved model has been manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-21 (69)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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11 RRRT, 2006 

"95T. 3TT. 3371,—RT^iR Rd, f*lfs?d 3nfR=blPi 5K! HWjci RhV ^R fRRR RRTRTd RRl ]? 

fa 33RT k Rf% Tfer RT^^t#') WsfkRTRRBRrRfRfdRR, 1976 (1976 Rd 60) RTZ 3?k RN W 

(Rfe#' Rd SFJRfcd) fdRR, 1987 ^TORtfaRJ*^ $ sfkSR RTd ^ RRRRT i fa cRTlcTR wfcl ^ 3R|fa 3 *ft ^cT Rfe?T 
WJ TSfdT sfk faf*FT dftfalfaif 3 4M^dd wt RRdT TlN; 

3R1:, RR, R<4>k, 4 «k 1 RfVfddH RRf 36 Rft^RTRRT (7) 3fk (8) jJRFRRrf *ifddd) Rd Hdld dRR 1TIT ^RR 
Hiefifdd, Tf/2, ?FJd R?lc[R ddRdlleicll Tf dPR Tte, ■Adcril^ci, R$H<idK-380015, IpRM '§RT fqPiftd 

RttTRWifaT (W^fa III) RTR[ ^ RRdfT TJdd RR}Rlfrlcl cftcTR (t^TO) ^RTSeT 

^df^RRFW5RdRR“fedt (fok W$ S*faWdT^^fdRfecT ^iwt) R^dfadfaf RT&d^t/09/2006/375 

^HJ<(Vld Rh«Hi RRT ‘f, SFJRfcd WUI-R51 "Rdt 3fk M'+ilRld 4><d1 't‘1 



RT5?T fafrfd ^3f 1M Rd RR kcl RTRlfRl RRTd#RT (#1 M) RRR TORR t I SR^t RfRRdTR REcTF 

10,000 fam 3fk to 20 fam t 1 ^otr riwt rrrtrt 1 fam t 1 SRR stt^r^h ^far t f$WR ~m 

ypd^ld TOd^dlcH* RTfRT 3TT^R^R RRTR t I TOR RR^fa ^Tdte (ReT i ^\) TOf dfcR RfRdTR dM<f$!d RRdT t I 
TORR 230 RIRd, 50 ^ y^lcfdT RR1 f^f W1 R7 RJFf RRcTI t I 

^tilP-Md Rt^T ^ 3 iRiR«K 1 cbHd^yt oT<46Rl iRR[ RfT^ ^ <l«b^ %R *ft RTdf«f^ iRvRT 

■^fPRTT 3fk Rfe^l eft 3RRT1 1%5Ft ^ ^ 3T«M RT^ RRRfal, f^TRR, Rfe, '4WHIH, fd^Kd 3Tff^ Rff ?T?ff R7 

MRqfdd/RTRf^cr Wf fRiRT '4111,41 I 

3fR RTRiR 33fRfW7 Rf[ RRT 36 ^RRRT ( 12) ^RT 3^R VlRhidT R>TRRpT RF RtTRT RRm 11% 

” ^T RTScT ^ aTfR^T ^ SR WTO <£ RcFfcT ^Rt faMdl ^RT ^Rt iRSRT, ^ R^RR 3?k ^Rl RTRRl it, faRR 

3TJRlf^ Rfecl fW»T 1R5RT W t, Mdf^d ^ ^ ^ # T^F, RRT^ Rk ^ cltpR TTOR Rt #1 ^ft 

5 kF.m RT ^Rk 3Tte ^ RPT ^ %T( 500 k 10,000 cl^ Rft f^l R Rc4IMd RPT (Rd) RcRlel R%d 5 ^d k Rf^ sfk 
30 rRRkTR RRdlRT^ t 3pR U ^ M RPT 1x10^, 2^10^ RT 5x10^, ^ t, RdTcR^'RT *.u\kH<*> TJdfdT RI ?pf ^ 

RR^cR f I 

[RiT. R. ^c^RR-21 (3 30)/2006j 
RR. RT8J^RR, IdtWF, Mm RTd fRRTd 


"I ‘l -M txlifM'Wt iHiH'ii I ■ • III- «< '*( +>l''Hu< .III „ i III l «-■*.■ ^ 14 I I 11 


I I- I 4 | -l t 


MH' 4 I 
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New Delhi, the 11th August, 2006 

S.O. 3371 .—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in c^formlty with'the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Stan<kfrds|of ^eights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy |over*periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of£he said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of Model of non-autoftiatie weighing 
Instrument (Crane type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of series “fDWCf and with 
brand name “DIGI-WEIGH” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Deep fvlarkqtting, A/2, 
Shagun Flats, Near Cosmovilla Row House, Premchandra Nagar Road, Satelite, Ahmedabad, Gujaiiat aWd which is 
assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/375; 



The said model is strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Crqne type) with a 
maximum capacity of 10,000 kg. and minimum capacity of 20 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 1- kg. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle, etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of the Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and 
upto 30 tonne with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5 kg. or more and with 
‘e’ value of lx 10 k , 2x10 k or 5 X I0 k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by 
the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said 
approved model has been manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-21(I10)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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f'wfl, 14 3RTTTT, 2006 

chi. 3IT, 3372.—4)^1^ *K«6k RR, fM^ci RTfRR>T<l SKI 4^ "STR^T ftRT^ RT fRRR =h<^l Ri - RTRT^TO TTRTVH Ft RRT1? 
fa TO fafa 3 Rf% RTFRT (Rfa St Tli 3TFfTfR ^') RH sftl RTR rhrt 3TfRfRRR, 1976 (1976 TO 60) RRT TO STtTRTRRTTO 
(*ferf TO 3T^4r<H) fRRR, 1987 ^ TORf ^ 3?^ t 3?1 t FT? RTR Rl) 11 fa RElldR RRpT 3TRfR 3 Rt TO RT5?T 
RRl^RT RTOT T#rfT 3 T)t M*FT ^RfUlfaft 3 4M^«W ^RT RRFT RTTRT T#RT; 

3TR:, 3R, TOsftR TTTRTTT, TO 3TfRfRRR R?T RTTT 36 RftTOTTTT (7) 3fk (8) SET TOR ¥1^7 TO RRfr ^ -p; 

H. 93, %T fanfe, RT^-l R7ter-RnRRT5T Tfe, ^RTfa, 3TFRRITO-382 330, 7 pRI?l SRI pRPdftd TORR RTOfRT 
(RRRfaT R*f III) TO* 3n| ” *j^RTT rF 3TR7RT ^RR RTt%cT, 3HRR|frld RtcFT WF (R7R#T fe RRT ^ fro) 

RTFcT TO TO TO RTR “zfe” t (fa£ ^ F^fa R?RT^ TO TOcT TO RRT t) ^ fa£ 3RTOT faf 3Tlf R1 

1^/09/2006/3 79 TER^faR faRT RRT t, 3 Rk)sH RRTR-RR TOTt 3^ RR>)P?ld REdt tl 



TO TO?T TO f^rfR T^sr TOT TO RR ^RT 3RRTftR 3FTORRT (#T fTOT) RtRFT TOTO i I jmt 3tfTORR TOT 
30 TO 3TtT ^ddH TOT 100 fa,RT. t I TTcRTRR RTRRTR 3RRRT (|) TO RTR 5 fa.RT. t I FTPY TO 3Tpfa?J^H ^fa=T t fRRTO 
TOT yfdVId t*TRd>cddlrHR> RTftR 3TT^4c[<dH RRTR t I TO7T TOTT^RT RlRfe (TO I ^t) TOT RlTOT hP^TTR TO'flld RTTRT 
t I RRRTO 230 RTTO, 50 FTO? TO^clf RRT f^T W RT TOf TOT t I 

T^rfFR Kr)d 'TORRT ^ 3rfdfTRR RRltR Ri) 'hHd'jyf 'STR^Rf Oil<nd R <W>) ^ f^TR TTTcTRR Rt EhRl RTIRRI 

3^T RT5RT ^ iTOt ^ 3TRRT R7RTR 'HTTRff TTRRT), RRT^dT, fTOfR, Tlfe, ^STRillH, fd^Kd tTRSTd 3TlfR RtT RTcff RT 

HRqfod/Hicjf^d R^ Rh^I ^TTRRT I 

3ftT TR47R 44d 3TfRtRRR R>t RRT 36 R>t RRRTTT (12) SRI TOR RlfRRRf RTF RrV*T RTT^ TO TO RVTOTT TORTl 

"t f^F 44d RTSRT 3TJRtSR R> |TT RRFT-RR ^ 3RRfd RTlt fqPinldl SRI RTl) Rl^ld, fs^TTfR 3T^RR 3 tR 4<Ht TTRRlt "R, 
fRTT^ 3-f^ h) f<d RffSRl TO PiRF u I fTO RRT "t, RfRlpHa 4Til *jpTOT ^ Fl "^RT, TOfT«fdT 3 tIt RTpfRRTd ^ cl'ldd RRRRRf Rl 
FW ^Tt 5 Rf. RT RRR 3ffTO ^ "f ” RPT ^ 500 ^ 10,000 TO RTt fR TTcRTRd RTR TTfTO 5 ZR ‘R 100 FT TO Rl) 

3TfTORR TOTT RT^ f 3^fc 4 ‘^ M RH 1x10^, 2^10^ RT 5x10^, ^ f, TOTTTO RT TOTrTO ^ ^ ^ 

TTRTO 1 ^ I 

[RR. U ^^RR-2I (101 )/2006] 

3TR RT«JT^RR, Pd^lch, fRfTO RTR fTOT 
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New Delhi, the 14th August, 2006 

S.O. 3372 .—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted todt by die prescribed 
apthdrity, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of Model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Conversion kit for Weighbridge) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-ill) of series 
“T1W” and with brand name “TORRANT” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Torrant 
Instrument, No. 93, Nil Tenament, Part-1, Naroda-Kathwada Road, New Naroda, Ahmedabad, 382 330, Gujarat and 
which is assigned the approval marie IND/09/06/379; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument with digital indication 
(Conversion kit Weighbridge) with a maximum capacity of 30 tonne and minimum capacity of 100 kg. The verification 
scale interval (e) is 5kg. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting 
Diode (LED) indicates the weighing results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power 
supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and Model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle, etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne aid upto 
100 tonne with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more Mid with e 
value of 1 x 10 k , 2* 10 k or 5* 10\ where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the 
same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said 
approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(10.1)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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9^1^^,14 37979,2006 

9RT. 377. 3373.777997 99, 1^1%cT 9Jp9997t fiTTT 9^ 977[cT fTT^ 97 f99T7 ^ ^ 9791c[ 9W 779T9T9 Fl 99T 1? 
%999f7^4'9f%9feR 9rc 37^9^91997 3tfsrf999, 1976 (1976 99 60) 9*719193^791991997 

(9fs#‘ 99 3739199) Tm, 1987 ^ ^m«if'^ 373^9 137k ^9 9 rt sp \ 7797991 t % crior 99W 9ft 3i9f9 4’ *fr F99 9TFR 
9*n*faf 99R ttsPtt 3^ M^r qRR^PrqT 4' 7973*1 ^torr 9 fr t#9t ; 

3Tcl:, 379, cH'sCl'M *R<+>k, 399 37RTf999 9>t 9171 36 9>t 999171 (7) 3fk7599171 ( 8 ) sj[Rl9F9 Yff*14ff 99 Vl4Rl *73 39 
zRz tt?9z, 9. 93 , 9fa 9 t 2~ i 9k^-*i3*Fi Tfe, ■^rtift, ^^r^r^-382 330, 3999 fri Iqftffo ^ wfen 
(9*7T*fai ^f in) ^ “91 srrf *f§ri ^ 3?** t^r ttIftt, 3tet9iRr citeR Tq^FT (^ te m) ^ rfr *t 

f^FT^ HTF 99 919 “iftz” t (fak 97913399 9TFR *fi 991 t) afft fak 3739r<R f9? 37lf 99 ^t/09/2006/378 

1*9T 991 f, 3739 FR W9-99 ^TTTt 3^7 y*tfVld fl 



399 9T5R 9* f9f1% ■rRf 9997 99 917 T^R 3T19lf79 379994919 (3f9 ta) 9lR9 TWf t I 977*1 37fa*99 $1991 
40 39 3fl7 ^J999 89RI 100 f*.9T. i I 799199 MIMRH 39971R (^) "^T RPT 5 %.9T. t I 97TE 9* 3 TT^[^r 
TT cT 'glcRTcT o^d + tfHIcH* 9lf79 3TT^f^R 9919 t I TOR 3c7Rf* FT9te (9R ^ Ft) TOf 9tR9 9Ru!IH 34fif$ld *791 
t I 39*70| 230 9l73, 50 yr4NdT 9171 f9?J0 W 97 RT4 t I 

FdtP-HM ^i’«h’1 "% 3lfctReKl 9lt _< =hH«i^ u i o4<q?Kl ^fR 3^ ThIc'W ^ f%9T 'Jli^Fl 

3^7 9T5R ^ fW ^ 3T«1^T 9T9TT "3774jt TTTOft, R«rMcTT, feRTR, Tlfc, ^FlillR, Pd^Kd PR4M 3Tlf^ 4FT YTcT? 97 
MRqf?in/H<,q|Tici 1%9T ^(0711 I 

3fR 777997 RR 3Tf9f999 9>t 9T7T 36 9^t ^99171 ( 12) ^TTT 9T9 ^lP+d^T ^T 99W ^79 ^RTT 

9T7cft t % RR 9T5R ^ 3759^9 ^ 9999-99 ^ 3 RfRt ^Tlt faftHfa] ^TTT ^Tlt f-H.fil'd, ^ 37^797 3fk RTPl 

79991 9, f5R7^ 37^91 Pfid 9T5R 99 f99p9 f9R9 99T t, PdPrRld ^ft A J7srRT ^ ^ # ^97, W«fal 3fk 9TT^fWR ^ 
7TtR9 999979 9t Rf 5 91. 9T 977^ 3Tp9^ ^ "f n 9R ^ 500 10,000 997 f^T 7T79T99 9FT 7Tf99 5 99 

^ 100 99 CRT 9ft 3TP99R9 9T^ t* 3ft7'‘^’9R IMO* 2><10^ 9T 5x10^, ^t, 99T79^ 9! 9i9Tr9^ ^ 

^779^ t I 

[99. 77. ^^TTq -21 (101 )/2006] 
3TT7 9T?J7^9, Pd^l4>', 919 fa?T9 
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New Delhi, the 14th August, 2006 

S.O. 3373. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Weighbridge type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of series “Tl W” and 
with brand name “TORRANT” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Torrant Instrument, 
No. 93, Nil Tenament, Part-I, Naroda-Kathwada Road, New Naroda, Ahmedabad, Gujarat and which is assigned the 
approval mark IND/09/2006/378; 



The said model is strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument with digital indication 
(Weighbridge type) with a maximum capacity of 40 tonne and minimum capacity of 100 kg. The verification scale interval 
(e) is 5kg. It has a. tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) 
indicates the weighing results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle, etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of the Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and upto 
100 tophe with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ 
value bf l x 10 s , 2* I0 k or 5* 10 k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the 
same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said 
approved model has been manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-21(101)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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Elf PvcTit, 14 apiKt, 2006 

TOT.3TT. 3374.ERTORTOT, f^T ElfETORt TOE ER^ EEJE ER; fEER ER^ TO EYETEEF EETEH *t EET t fTO 
etot ftfti ^ Ef&m Efror CEt^Et Ei arr^fE ^@f) eh eh ehet 3tMeee, 1976 (1976 tot 60) eet w afo eh ehto 
( irfScff TOT aEJEtTOT) fEEE, 1987 ^ ?wj| TO 3pJ**E $ aft* TE ^TE TOt Tf'W f fTO cUIRTR EE^E Eft 3REfE ^ EEE HfTOT 
EET*fTO qdiy, TR§tET afo f^fMH 'Rftfwfd^T "4 EREJTOT R-tET TOldi eNT; 

TOE;, 3TE, HRER, EEE arfafZEE Eft ETE 36 EftEEERT (7) aftREEEKT (8) TOE EEE VlPklEf TOT Mn ERE pr 
^Rf itiz E. 93,EtHtETrfe,ET2-l ETtTO-TOBRTTO Tfe, ^ERfa, 3RECHI<T-382 330, ^pEIcT TOE f^PlfjEld EEE REiafaT 

(HEMcTlTOf II) ERt"zt 3flf ?t M ^jRTOTTTO TOTOTORJEEEfTO, 3EEETfHcT EtHE 44ERU| (ZEH EH EETR ) sft ETTOTTOTlEEEt 
?ITSTOTETE“Efc tt t (fER TETO ETET^EEE ETTOT ETR RET t) afR fstf ^HKH TOT? TR ^t/09/2006/376 EH^RlId 
%<u 'i'Hi't', TO^iKd hhi'ji-ee ■jIiO aft* ETOTfTOE ERcfl i? i 



ETOT ETTOT RET fc|$fcT ^ TOR EE < RR Eh 3RETftcr (ftEH <TTE TOR EE) TOETElfHcT cfteTTO EEEEH t I ^TTOfft 
TOfETOEE TOEET 22 fTO.ET. afo RRTE TOEET 100 ET. t I EcEIEE RTW TOETEH (i) EE ER 2TTT. f I ?EE' RET TOT^EcJcTE ^gfTOr 
t fTOETOT EH E'Pd^ld <5EEERHTcEE> ElfET 3TT^rjRR R’M t I TTEE77 EcfnfET 'TORTS' (TRT ^ ^t) TRET EtcTE HfRETTE 
TORf^H ETOTT t I TORTORET 230 EH?, 50 ERHTEcff ETE fESJE 3RTE TO ER? EEET t I 

RTfTOR ^ ^IEH TO TOPrfftTOi EETtE TOt TOTORpf cRRTOT TO RTOc} TOT^ if Tirol TO iTOR; ^ft TOTO^ fTOTO 
tottott afk Error tot zrorot fepfl E ^ 3 ?rrt ettott, r«tt«Jctt, fronR, Efe, tototte, Ph'rkh Ietor airf^ TOt ?raf 

TO 9R'Rfcid/TOEf^7r Eff fTORl TOTTOTT I 

afR ETTOR ETOT EfEfETO? TOt RET 36 TOt ETOTRT (12) 1TRT ETOT TOfTOTEf TOT TOfRT TORE 1RT Ef EtTOET EEcfT 

t fE7 ^ror Error TO ar^Etror w eete-ee to arEfa tor! frotTOEtcrr toe EEt Prhto>i, frorr^E TO ^eir a^ EEt ETErft E, 
fror^ aEpftfro Error tot ^teW froEr eet I, 1e1e 1% RRRt »fron to ^E Ft eto, eet^Iet afR eeEeter to eter eeeee et 
#T f Et 1 tE. m ^ 50 tE.m ETO M |” EH TO 100 ^ 50,000 EET TOt ?E E* ErETTOT ETEER 3TERM (RE) a^R 100 tE.ET. 
ET EE^ 3RpETO ^ “f M EH TO tHR 5,000 ^ 50,000 ETO Ert E' EcETEE EH El%E 50 %.ET. ETO Eft STfEEETE aTEET ETH f 
aftR tl i” EH 1x10^, 2*10* ET 5*10*, TO t, Et EETrEET ET ERETrEET TjyifET ET 7£E TO RREgEE t | 


[EE. E. ro^EE-21 (101 )/2006] 
TOR- ET^EE, fE^ETET, MEET ETE lEEH 
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New Delhi, the 14th August, 2006 


S.O. 3374. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of die Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of High accuracy (Accuracy class-11) of series “TIT* and with 
brand name “TORRANT” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Torrant Instrument, No. 93, 
Nil Tenament, Part-1, Naroda-Kathwada Road, New Naroda, Ahmedabad-382 330, Gujarat and which is assigned the 
approval marie IND/09/06/376; 



The said model is strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) with 
a maximum capacity of 22kg. and minimum capacity of 100 g. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle, etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of the Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of Img. to 50mg. and with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 5,000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 *10 k , 2* 10 k or 5x 10 k , 
where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance 
with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-21(101 )/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTH AM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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14 3 RTRT, 2006 

RiT. 3TT. 3375.RRfiR RR, fafec! RTf*RFRt 3RT ^ 3Rp RT pRRR RR^ ^ RTRl^RF RRTRR fP RRT i? 
pR» 346 Uh)<£ Rf^lR hPsci ("flR Rt R^ 3 h<j>Ri R<S$) «u<i 3 pfa HIH MM'h 3 ||Rf'i 4 H, 1976 (1976 RR 60 ) RRT «dd 3 pft HIH HH«h 
(Wff RRsrjRfcr) ^rr, 1987 it Rwrf i sift -?r rtr R?t rrtrrt i % <rrtcttc Rrt srefa Rt rrr Rfe?r 

RRT*fcTT RRTR R^RT 3^ fRfRR qftfeW 4 3M^4d 3TC0R RJRTT R>RT; 

3 RT:, 3 TR, 4 >h {)4 R<=t>K, " 34 RT 3 TfaPT 4 R R»t RRT 36 R»t"SR-RFI ( 7 ) 3 ?fc ( 8 ) £RT RRtT *iPkirT °FT RRPl RR^^ 

Zfe R. 93, Rfa tRPfc, R[2-I, RT^T-ch|dd(rsi ffe, ^H4NK-382330 TpRTcT £RT fa fo ffid RtRR RRT*fclT 

(RRjsfaT <*rf m) RT^“^ 3R^Rt” *R3RT^ 3TRR7^RR R%R, 3T*RR|P?1d R^R 3q^pi| ( <<teq*TlfM) ^RfeRRR,fRR^ 

RTF R>T RTR ‘Zfe’t (f^m WRT^RRR RTScT RTFT RRT t) 3pk 3Fjq)<H pRf 3 r 3 RR ^t/09/06/377 

t4>4l T r ? TT 1?, 31 ^h)^H RRffl-RR Rffft 3pft ycbiP'id RiTcftT? ! 



RR6 RTFR RRT fR^rfa W RTT RR 3TTRTfcT 3TCRR#TcT RRTK RTI) cfleR RRRRRT f I fRSFt 

RfRRRR STRRT 1000 %.RT. 3pR ^ddH aTRcTT 2 pR.HL f I RcRIMH MIHMH 3RRRT H) RTT RR 100 RT. f I ^RR RRT 3RRRrJRR 
t P*UH4>I ~m yfrl^ld o^c|cf,(HHIcR4> RlfpR 3?T^Rg<rR RRTR f I RRTTR BcR^R (RR ^ ^t) RRR R^R RftRH 

3q<[$!d RFR? f I TWT 230 RTR3, 50 ^ RcRTRcff RET f^Jd RRTR E7 RTEf REcTT t | 

^if&RT W ^ ^I4>H ^ 3#f^T Wi ^ 'cfiMcil^ oqRBRf' ^ R ^ fm, RlRfdV RT f^RT ^TRRJ 

3fk RTSrl ^ 3R*=JT RTRTcT 3R^t RTRlft, fe^d, Rfe ^RRIFT, Pd^KH fa^RT 3nf^ ?TffF R7 

■MP<=lfcid/RfN% f^RTT '^rRTTT I 

3^R rr^r 3rMrqR^t rrt 36 ^T^r-rrt ( 12 ) ^rt ^tPw4TrrRi ^ ^^ ^nn^Rft t 
f^ 3^rT RTScT ^ 3TJRKR ^ fR RRTTO ^ 3RRf?T PdPHHfdl ^RT 3Rt fe^RT, ^ 3T^RR 3lk ^ft RRM f^RRT 

3T^Tir<d RTSRT RrI u ! Ph«4l RRT ■§■, faPlftci 3Rt f )<s(cdT, 3 ^ ^RpTIRR c£ ^ftrFT '3R^RRT Rt FW 

5 m ^T ^RR 3rf*RfT ^ RH ^ %R 500 R 10,000 W^T -spt ^ RcRNd HNMM 3RRTcT (TR?) RfFR 50 f^FT.m ^ 3Tf^P 
3^T 5,000 ft».TH ^^3TfR^RR^R?nRT^f 1 x10^, 2x 10* RT SxlO^,^!,^ RHIrR^RT%'J|[rR^ 

RT ^ RR^crM f I 

[RT R. ^^RR-21(101 )/2006] 
3TR. RT^RR, iR^TRr, fRfRR^ RIR IRRH 


i 1« -I » I '*f 


M'R* 1 tM'HU'HMH «» 


•4111 


,|i itrMH' 1 H'Mi'l' 
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26,2006/^4, 1928 
New Delhi, the 14th August, 2006 

S.O. 3375.— Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of series “TIP” and with 
brand name “TORRANT” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Torrant Instrument, No. 93, 
'Nil Tenament, Part-I, Naroda-Kathwada Road, New Naroda, Ahmedabad-382330, Gujarat and which is assigned the 
approval mark IND/09/06/377; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with 
a maximum capacity of 1000kg. and minimum capacity of 2kg. The verification scale interval (e) is lOOg. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230Vo Its, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamuttg plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle, etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and up 
to 5,000 kg. with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5 g. or more and with ‘e’ 
value of 1 x 10 k , 2* 10 k or 5x 10 k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the 
same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said 
approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. .No. WM-21(101)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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18 3RTRtf, 2006 

RR. 3TT. 3376,-fafaR RRRITR RR, fafa Rlferfa gRT ^fa RRc[cT ffe R7 fRRT7 R>fa fa RTRTRRS RRTRFT ^ TRI t 
fa '3RR ffe fa fafa Rfe (fafa fa Rf 3RifTffl fafaf) RR fafa RTR RFTRT fafafam, 1976 (1976 RTT 60) RRIRR^RTC 
(Rfafaf RiT 3^HI<H) faTRR, 1987 fa ^Rfafa’ fa 3RJ?R t 3ffa TR RTR faF TTfeHT f fa o RTTRK RRFr faF 3jRffa fa faF ^RR RJSH 
RRTfafT RRTR T#1T 3% M*FT fafaRfacffa’ fa faRT RRH RRcTT R#RT; 

3RT:,3*R, fafafa RRRITR, RRR 3faRfam fat RTRT 36 fafe-RTRI ( 7 ) far ( 8 ) STRTRRR Alfalfa R7T RRfaT Rfa fRfaffa 
RTRfa S^lfHcW, fa. 114, fa 3TTR RrTRT, TRT 3TR R£RJRU518001, 3TPR Rfa^T gTCT fefe R*RR RRlfalT RR 
(RRlfacTIRfa III) RT^“RRf-Rtet” *JWT fa 3faR7R^R Tffe 3RRRTffa?T fafe^RRRR (fewf RRJT 7 ) fa RfecT RTT, ffaRfa 
W5 R>T RTR ‘RTRfa' t (fafa ^Rfa ^fa WRTR3RR RTgRT RRT fa) sfa fafa 3jjfa[cR ffaf 3Rf TR fa/09/06/293 RRRfa?m 
"^RT RRT f, 3R£faF<R 3TRFR-RR RlfF fafa RRilfacT RRrft fl 



3RR Rfe RRT fafafa faR RRTR RR RR RR 3RRlfRT 3RRR#TR fafcTR RRRRR t I f7TfaF 3Tfe?TR SRTRT 1000 fa. 
RT. 3^7 t^RRR SRTRT 4 fa.RT. t I RcRTRR RFTRTR 3RRM (|) R7T RTR 200 RT. fa I ?Rfa RRT RlfaRgRR Rfe fa f*W+[ RTR 
VlfiftKI <*W<6?HlcH«b Rlffa 3R^R^R RRTR fa I RRTRT <1 oH 4R) ^TRfe (RRT ^ fa) RRfa fajRH RffaRTR RRR^TR RTRTT fa I 
^RRRR 230 fao^, 50 Ffafa RTRIRcff RTR ffajR RRTR R7 RR^ RR?R t I 

T^lfrRR t$Z ^ ^HR ^ 3TfafaT R#T oRRITRF* ^ %R ^tRfR RR7R ^ faR Ulei^'< Rt faRT RTRRT 3^R 

RTSRT R^ f^Ft ^ RFc^ RT RTR R ^TfaF RTRRt, RRjRrT, feRT^R, Rife ^TRRfR, R>l4<*>l{F fefcT RjfR RTF ?mf ^ RTRR R RffecT 
RFF faRT RTTRRT I 

3fk ^rFr RRRRT RRR 3TfRfRRRRrF RRr 36 RTF^q-RRT (12) SRT R^tT VlfalRi' RR RRTR RRR 1R RF Rfe RRcft t 
fa RRR RfeRT ^ ^ fTT RRFRRR ^ 3fafrT ^RlF fRfaqfa gRT ^RTF faSRT, fel?R ^ -SigRTR 3?R ^RF RlRTlfF faRRf 

SrgRtfar Rfe RT! fafe faRT RRT t, ferffa 7RfF ^ ^ # Tfa, RRT«fa 3^7 rtf4rirr ^ cffe RTWRR RF fa 

5 RT. RT T37fa 37fe fa u i" RJR fa fe 500 fa 10,000 RRT fat fa fa RTcRFH RH Rlffa 50 fa.RT. fa 3?fe 3fa 5000 fa.RT. 
RRTfaF 3TfeRR TOT Rifat 3rfafa M RR 1x10*, 2x10^ RT 5^10^, fa t, fa RRTcRRT RT RFRTTRRT RRfa RT ^ fa RR^R 
1 1 * * ‘ ' 

[RTf. RT. RR-21 (81 )/2006] 
3TR. ffaRTRT, Mfar RTR feH 
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New Delhi, the 18th August, 2006 

S.O. 3376.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
Instrument (Plateform type) with digital indication of “ME-PT” of series medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) and 
with brand name “MARUTH1” (herein referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Maruthi Electronics, Flat 
No. 114, NVR Plaza, N. R. Peta, KurnooI-5l 8001, Andhra Pradesh and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/ 
293; 



The said model (see the figure given above) is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with 
a maximum capacity of 1000 kg. and minimum capacity of 4kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 200g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle, etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of the Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and upto 5000 kg. 
with the number of verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5 g. or more and with 
‘e’ value of farm 1 * 10 k , 2 X 10 k or 5*1 0 k , k being a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured 
by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the 
said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(81)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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f^crRt, 18 2006 

^T. 3IT. 3377.RRTOT TO, RlfRTOft 5RJ RRgR TO fRRR TOtf <£ TORT^RF Ft RRT t 

f*F R«R f?Rt2 3 Rf% RTFR (^H Ft R^ ^f) RR 3?fc RR RRTO 3rf«#TRR, 1976 (1976 TO 60 ) RRT RT£ 3?fo RR RTTOF 
(R^Rf TO^RtTO) Iwi, 1987 ^FTOTRf ^ R^TOT f RRTCHI f fR7 RORK TOTtR R?t 3 Rt FTO RlFR 

TOTR TStR affo fsrf^RR MftfRMfd^t’ 3 ^T KR TORT 7^RT; 

3R:, 37R, ^ RTRTO, RTO STf^fatm R>t RTR 36 R>tFTORTR (7) affa[ ( 8 ) SKI hstI ?TfTORt TO w 4 lM TO<t |[R Ati 4 
RRRt S^lfHTOl, TO^Z R. lM.TRRt RKTORTT, TR RK^, RjRR-518001,3TFR R^T SRI 3^1 W*fcTT (R*TT*faT 

TOf II) RRt “ttr^^rT *F3RT ^ 3TTOfT 3 JTO RfFcT, 3RRR#R dt^R <m<«l (^RRZtRRRTO) ^ RTSR TO, f^RT^ RTF TO 
RTR *"HI<»*ft * T? (fa*l ^R«Sf) hJNI'^FTO nTsd ^iwt) affcfR^t ar^t^d aTT^R^f 1^/09/06/291 RR^f?R fTOTT RRT 

t, ^IHKi Wi-'R RTCt afk RTO%<T TORt il 



RTO RTFR RRT fe^fa Tfa TO TO RR T^R TORlftR TORRURF RtRR TOTTOR t I FRTO srfRTOTR STORT 30 fTORT. 
3 fk ^JTOR STRRT 100 RT. t 1 RcRRR RRRR 3 RRTR (^) TO RR 2 RT. f I RRT TORRRRR TjfTO t fRRTO TOT RfdTOT 
o^RTO-HIrM* RTftcT TOTOTRTOT RRTR t I RTOfl Hoh 4 ^ FTRtF (RR F Ft) RR?f tfrtrR RlTOTTR RTOfflR TORT t I TOTTORT 
230 ^Vd, 50 FR^f TORTRcff VRI fRF[?T RRTR TO RTRf TOFT 1 ? 1 

TOf&R TOfc ^ RsTTTOT TO TOfaftTO R#T Rt TOR 1 ^ ^RIFRf ^ %R ^ RTOt ^ %R RTO^ Rt f^RF TORTT sfR 
nisei RTt f=<5*)l ^ H5crl RT RTR RRRft RIRRt, RRT^clT, Rf%3 SNillH, iRRTRR Ir^RT RjfR «pt RTcff RT nRciInn/MRqf^ci 

tolTORlT I 

afk RTTOT To rMrTR «Ft ^R 36 Rft^3R mt (12) ^Rl RRrf VTfaflRlF TO RRfR ^ RtTOIT TORT f 

% RTO RT5R ^ ^ ^R RRTTO ^ 3Rt faMdl ?RT R# I^SR, ^ 37^RR sfk 3Rt RTR# 3, fRR^ 

3RptfR RT5R TO PiK^l jRRT RRT t, RRt ^ ^ Ft ^5; RRT*faT 3?k TO^RTTO ^ RtRR dWRl Rt FtR TO 

1 fR. TTT. ^ 50 f*T. m CR5 - " RR ^ %ir 100 ^ 50,000 cTTORTt^R^' RrTOR R1RRR 3RRTR (T37T) sffc 100 fR.RT. RTFR^ 
Rte^ 4 ‘^ M RR ^ %Ci 5GOO ^ 50,000 TR? Rft RcTOR RR R%F 50 %.m cRT R?t 3T1RTOTR ^TRclT RT^ t 3?k “t" 
RR 1x10^, 2*10* RT 5*10* ^t, ^fl «RIcTRT RT TORTRRT RRfR RT ^R ^ RR^oR t I 

[TO. R. F^RR -21 (81 )/ 2006 ] 


RR. RT^^RR, M?RT, fRfRRr RR Ir^IR 
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New Delhi, the 18th August, 2006 

S.O. 3377 .—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to ithy the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic weighing 
Instrument (Table Top type) with digital indication of “ME-JP” series of high accuracy (Accuracy class-II) and with 
brand name “MARUTMI” (herein referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Maruthi Electronics, Flat No. 
114, NVR Plaza, N. R. Peta, Kurnool-518001, Andhra Pradesh and which is assigned the approval marie IND/09/06/291; 



The said Model (see the figure given below) is strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with 
a maximum capacity of 30Kg. and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and Model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle, etc. « 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of the Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 Kg. and with number 
of verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of Img. to 50 mg. and with verification scale 
interal (n) in the range of 5000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg or more and ‘e’ value of the form 1 * 10 k , 2 X 10 k or 
5 x 10 k , k being a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has 
been manufactured. 

[F. .No. WM-21(81)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTH AM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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18 3RRM,2006 

*FT. 33T. 3378.ffCShk «PT, MTfaMlkt 5KT TR3JM kk£M7 iMMR Mrk k 7R7I«IR St MMT t 

% "3MM kf T#5^ (kkk 7 ^ W 3^R MR MHMf 33fafW3, 1976 (1976 MM 60) cT^TT MT£ 3lk RTM RFrap 

(hTSct) MM MT^hIvO Rid*I, 1987 M> MMMMf M> '3^5^ 1? 3fk IRT MTM M>t 7 TMicmi $ 1% ddldk TTMpT Mit 37Mf*T kf «3t MMM Rferf 
MMRfal MMTR T^TT 33k fsrf^R MfTfFlfMMf kf kMI 3RH MReTT T^TT; 

33M:, 33M, <rK«bK, 3Md STfkfMMM M>t VRT 36 MitMM-VRT (7) (8) ^R1 S>Kr[ MTfMMMl MM TTRpT «h<<rf ktnk 

Wft M. 114, ■QTT 3TR wsn, - ^ 3777 ■^T, '^^-518001,37RI TOT ST7T fMftfkM MMlkcTT (MSJTsfcTT 

M*f III) qirl 44 RR^-ilql ,r * 2 <skii M> 33M>M» kRld, 3ttqMiRri<i eft^PT 4 *H c h< ij i (^q<rt kM h^k) Mi ^T-sd MM, friTfeh sis MM 
MTR 4 Rl?*ft’i (fkk^‘|RkM7MT^WRf^MFWTMMli) kk fak 3^RRM fMf 37T? TR ^t/09/06/292 fMRT MMT 

d^Rki yHl u l-MM MTlk 3fR ye^lHfin MReft i? I 



<SMfl MT-S'^f TRT fq^>1r( H«bk MM MR k?T MMMlfkT 3RMMTfpRT flldd 34dR u l ^ I ?33M?I' 33fMM>cP7 $M7MT 30 1%.Tn. 

33 k "zgm wit ioo m 1 1 tpmfr hnhh srrrt (i ) mm mh 5 m i 1 337 k rm? 3tt^pr -gfer f Rtomm ?t?t sterner 

^«FPHIrM+ VlkcT 37lkM<J?TM SR1M1 I 3IWT 3oW4+ ^RTfe (TRf i kt) W$[ cifaR MftWFT ^ffm MRM1 f I MMMRR 

230 klre, so y^'iddT m t^r w m mrmt 1 1 

-feiTkl M> ^ 3tlciR«Ki H^lld ^1 oR'ld'^f «3cl^k) ^ fpTR ■telld'l ^ <)«PH ^ Ml ‘feMT 3fH^ii 3fk 

f^sht MT qi<^ kf <SM«t>1 , MMRfcTf, 73f%3 id^KH f«<siri 37lf^ ^f[ ?Tcff MT sRqfciri/HRcfMcT 

Miff faRTT^URTT I 

33k ^M(kT RTMtR 3tRiRrF 1 MRT 36 M>f MR-MTTf (12) ^iRI RTM ^lfMrRTt MFT 3RTpT "^Tt W)^ u JJ MReft ’§' 
^<FI ’HT'Strt ^ 37^3^3 ^ 1R MHl u lHq ^ 33M 7 fcT RiRihRti ski <3-h 1 Rf^SId, fe'Jll^ T 1 ^ 33^RR 3?R 1-HiJl k, f^RRT 
33jnifA6 hT>SC1 MM RhRi Rt>dl RMT fqRlRia TRt ^Ocrll ^ ^ Fl R'b, MMT^feTT 3^3 MTpfMTPR ^ cfPrFT MMMRMI Mt 'BTM ^1 
100 fa TIT. 3 2 m clMT H t ” MH ^ f?TR 100 k 10,000 cTMF M?f k' 73rdRM MTMRTM 33MRTPT (RM) 3fl3 5 m MI^73k 3Tf«R» 
^ 4 *f 4, MH 500 k 10,000 MMT Mff k RrMPB MH 73%cT 50 faM Mff 3TRTMMF7 $RT7U Mlk t 3fR RR 

1x10* 2><10* MT 5x10^, RMIcMMF MT MTMIcRMT MT ^ 33M^<rd f | 

[MM. 73. ^^RR-21 (81 )/2006] 
33R. MRJ^RT, Rl^ld>, fkfMMF MTM fM?H 
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New Delhi, the 18th August, 2006 

S.O. 3378 .—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model describecUn the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of Model of non-automatic weighing 
Instrument (Table Top type) with digital indication of series of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) and with brand 
name “MARUTHI” (herein referred to as the said Model), Manufactured by M/s. Maruthi Electronics, Flat No. 114, 
NVR Plaza, N. R. Peta, Kumool-518001, Andhra Pradesh and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/292; 



The said Model (see the figure given below) is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with 
a maximum capacity of 30 Kg. and minimum capacity of 100 g. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the 
weighing results. The instrument operates on 230Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and Model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle, etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of the Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 Kg. and with number 
of verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 100 mg. to 2 g. and with number of 
verification scale interval (n) ip the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5 g or more and with ‘e’ value of the form 
lxio k , 2 x 10 k or 5*10 k , k being a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the approved 
model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(81)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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mwi tr fi^ TT 

( , Ht 7 T «r yi^frw ^ 

fterftsft ffcrorg) 

gf 1^#, 14 3RTRT, 2006 

gq\3TT. 1973 

(1973 gq 59) gft rrt 3 gft (i) ^ ^ (tsO ^ 

gggg ep sfjrrr 4, "sr. 4t. qjgk g^t fsnm fro fkkf 

9> l d^R , ^rndWdl) ^ RgHg 3 ^gfa gkgftgt 

g> RgRT fggffgg (gim J |g! i?; 

3RT:, 3Tg, ^gfg RRFR, 3gg 3TfafggR gft gRT 3 
gft Tq-gRJ ( 1 ) "SHT RggT VlfadgT gq RgRT gR^ "gR, «TRcT 
RTgTR ^ dcgildR RgRg affr RlTRTT fd^Md 

(RTRsg fgRRT) gft 3 tRrjert r. gq.RT. 482(^0; gkftg 6 
3RTRT, 1974 R TRTggRT ^HfcHRsId sffr R#gg gRgt t, 
3?gfc[ :— 

73g 3 #r^t gft RRgt k' “ rrt 3 grt Tq-gm (i) 

g? ^ W ^ Rgfa fdcllPdd" #^7^ 3TcRfggRR. 
32,3fk 'SR^ Rgfgg Hkfet' ^ F1H RT, Pd Hid fed RgT 
wq^TT, Rgfg; :- 

( 1 ) _( 2 )_ 

“32 ^T. 4t. ^.’^gfe fgRTggT fR?R ftfk TOH, 

Bfelqd, ^Pddkfd),^RR, 

fadM* fiqgR dPgddl^" 

^ifeqTggr 

*-lfe<+id <*>irfe, 

■Held 

[Rg. R. gte-28016/16/2006-RRgtRt] 
g#g ^PcggRrT, Rfgg 

RTg fetRUf; RpgTfggT RTT.3TT. 482(3T), gkfe 6 3R1RT, 
1974 gq 3TfgR R#gg gq.RT. 521 (R), cttfr® 1 3$R, 2005 
£RT%gTRgT zu | 

MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE 

(Department of Indian System of Medicines and 
Homoeopathy) 

New Delhi, the 14th August, 2006 
S.O. 3379.—Whereas in pursuance of the provision 
of clause (b) Sub-section ,(1) of Section 3 of the 
Homoeopathy Central Council Act, 1973 (59 of 1973) Dr. P. 
K. Sudhir has been elected as a member to Central Council 
of Homoeopathy from the Faculty from Vinayak Mission 
Research Foundation (Deemed University). 

2. Now, therefore, in exercise of powers conferred by 
Sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act the Central 
Government hereby makes the following further amendment 
in the notification of the Government of India in the 
erstwhile Ministry of Health and Family Planning 
(Department of Health), number S.O. 482(E), dated 6th 
August, 1974, namely:— 

3. In the table to the said notification, under the 
heading “Elected under clause (b) of Sub-section (1) of 


Section 3”, for serial number 32 and entries relating thereto, 
the following shall be substituted namely :— 

(0~ . Jg) ~ ~ 

“32 Dr. P. K. Sudhir, Vinayak Mission Research 
Principal, Foundation, 

Vinayaka Mission Deemed University Salem, 
Homoeopathic Tamil Nadu” 

Medical College, 

Salem 

[F. No. Z-28016/16/2006-HPC] 
VERGHESE SAMUEL, Jt. Secy. 
Foot Note :-The notification number S.O. 482 (E), dated 
6th August, 1974 was last amended vide S.O. 521 (E), datec 
1st April, 2005. 

R^tfcTRR afrr RJgjfgg? % RTTrpq 

fgggfl, 24 3R1RT, 2006 

3F5T.3TT, 3380.—RTgR gq 'dW*d R g!T 3flg$TgT 
Rgtg Fkn t % RBHI^d 7Fg R gRRT-qRR TTR; Vk 
Wl#l (S'HId 5-5^1^ fdPfe-S-dRk Plddd) 'gRT XI^>Rl=h 
-qfTRFq R? fFlU. krl (ffeRT) Rnfki'S gRT, RRj 
WTe#3 'jImI Rlfeu; 

^ q? wkt gRtT t % '^fr? r, fsrkR' 

WRTfg feltl RlR gtT WTR f 3Tk ^ STkRJkRT 
WTR Rf f, '399RI ^ 3tf»RFqT gn 3T3fq %RT 

-gTR; 

3R:, 3R, ^gfg RTggT, RafRRR 3Tk TgfrRT RT^Rlfg 
(^fR R wmT ^ ^tffrgqr gq 3Rfg) arfgfgRR, 1962 
(1962 gq 50) gft RRT 3 gfl -Tq-gRT (1) gRT Rgcg ^ifgggf 
gq RgRT gRg gR ^ffR 4 gqgRT ^ grfggtR gq 
gqR 3gR 3tlVlg gff glN u ll gRgt 

gk| oqfqg, ^fl' ^gg 3T^ggT R gf^g ^jfR R tFcTO t, 
gk gRkS R fRRgq Rgg STfgfggR gfl gRT 3 gft' "SR-gRT 
( 1 ) ^ RgR RRg ^ TPgqg R RRT RgVlIglg fR RkRJggT 
gfl SltggT R?gR°T gRgT gTT <iHel®*4 gRT gt RTgt -t - , "^ggolR [q*i 
^ RlTR, ^jfR ^ gfk gWTTfg fggqtr RR ^ ^ 

Rg. R^TR gTfggTRt, % (^fegT) feTfRfe, %T 

3TTfggRT RgR, ^g?R 8gf, 3^t2, Rt.gl.^t., ggt 

tpTi-400614 (RgRTR) gTT Rdfed RR R 3TT^R R^tjt 1 

__ 

fgRT ggRtR RTg R^g. 3TR.3fl.^, 3?f% 

gRg ^ fRR 

^gRRf (tgg. F‘) 


2 3 4 5 


<|g J l^ 3TfddR ddl^ld 47 

00-02-00 

24 

00-06-00 

39 

00-42-00 

42 

00-65-00 

40 

00-04-80 
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1 2 
WT5 3#RFT 


3 

4 

5 

ddlSfld 

41 

00-07-20 


43 

00-24-00 


48 

00-06-00 


57 

00-27-80 


56 

00-08-0C 


64 

00-20-00 


58 

00-25-00 



00-01-50 





143 

00-03-00 


■RT^TT 

00-10-00 


'RTcRT 

00-10-00 


¥ld 

00-15-00 


'Jiuci 

01-58-10 


34 

00-11-25 


23 

00-16-00 


22 

00-86-00 


15 

00-35-00 


16 

00-02-00 


17 

00-95-00 


37 

00-48-90 


18 

00-12-00 


WWl 

03-10-80 


w 

01-94-70 


150 

00-01-80 


151 

00-10-20 


152 

00-08-20 


153 

00-22-80 


153/^ 

00-25-20 


157 

00-16-50 


189 

00-08-40 


188 

00-03-80 


[TO U ^ 14014/12/2006 

tt?t. Rt. sm RfRR 


MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 
New Delhi, the 24th August, 2006 
S.O. 3380.—Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for the transportation of natural gas through Dahej-Hazira- 
Uran and its spur pipeline (Ispat Industries Ltd.-Usar 
Section) in the State of Maharashtra, a pepeline should be 
laid by the GAIL (India) Limited; 

And, whereas it appears to the Central Government 
that for the purpose of laying the'said pipeline, it it 
necessary to acquire the Right of User in the land under 
which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is 
described in the Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act, 1962, the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein. 


Any person interested in the land described in the 
said Schedule may, within one days from the date on which 
the copies of the notification issued under Sub-section (1) 
of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of 
India are made available to4he general public, object in 
writing to the laying of the pipeline under the land to 
Shri K. N. Kashivale, Competent Authority, GAIL (India) 
, Limited, GAIL Ashiyana Building, Sector8B, 3D2, C.B.D., 
Belapur, Navi Mumbai-400614 (Maharashtra). 

SCHEDULE 


District Taluka Village 

Survey No. Area to be 
acquired for 
ROUin 

Hect.) 

1 2 3 

4 5 


Raigad Alibag Talashet 

47 

00-02-00 



24 

00-06-00 



39 

0042-00 



42 

00-65-00 



40 

0004-80 



41 

00-07-20 



43 

00-24-00 



48 

00-06-00 



57 

00-27-80 



56 

0008-00 



64 

00-20-00 



58 

00-25-00 


Dalvi 

Nala 

0001-50 


Kharoshi 

143 

0003-00 



Nala 

00-10-00 



Nala 

0010-00 



Forest 

00-15-00 



Forest 

01-58-10 


Kolghar 

34 

0011-25 


Bopoii 

23 

0016-00 



22 

0086-00 



15 

0035-00 



16 

00-02-00 



17 

0095-00 



37 

0048-90 



18 

0012-00 


Beloshi 

Forest 

03-1080 


Kune 

Forest 

01-94-70 



150 

0001-80 



151 

001020 



152 

0008-20 



153 

0022-80 



153/F 

0025-20 



157 

0016-50 



189 

000840 



188 

00-03-80 



[F. No. L-14014/12/2006-GP] 
S. B. MANDAL, Under Secy. 
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str 3flr ftsrniT mrm 

20 ^TT i, 2006 

^T.3TT. 3381.—3tkjlP|cb 3TMWT, 1947 (1947 

W\ 14) W] 17 ^ ^ 3 ft ^fr. 

^ TRW ^ TR^ M*W»Y <h4<EHY ^ 

^TRTrR, 3ISH4WK ^ W (wt WIT 
199/04) ^1 y<*>lfeld Wt t, Rt ^ 19-7-2006 

TTFcT eT3TT *TT I 

[Tf. T(eT-30025/ 10/2006-3TT^R(fafsR)] 
Rt. TH1. -£fe, 3RT 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3381. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 199/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G.C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-1R (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE TH E CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: SHRI B.I.KAZI(B. SC., L.L.M), 
Presiding Officer 

Com.C.G.l.T.A. No. 199/04 In Reference No. C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 153/03 in Reference (I.T.C) No. 120/99) 

B. K. Shah, 

C/o. ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near SahkarNagar, 

Mahesana-384 002. ...Complainant 

V./s. 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248 003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCE 

Complainant Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

i. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 


policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next higher 
post and it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also 
service condition of the workman. The management have 
intimated their intention of change of time bound policy to 
the union through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/ 
AH/50/( I)/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as 
Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time bound 
promotion policy is change of service condition as per 
Section 9-A and Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is 
prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Sections 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension — assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99: There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the mamigement is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 
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6 , Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject-matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 10-05-2006 

Ah medabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

M fcc'ti), 20 2006 

^T.3tT. 3382.— 3^13 * 1947 (1947 

oft 14) 17 ^ rrpti aft tri. 

^ ^ mz +4+kT ^ 

3^sfy 4 ftprrc 4 afta 

3tfWTJT, 31gH4Nl<( ^ (^4 TOtl 196/04) ^ 

ttifm wrtt t, ^ 19-7-2006 ^ 

^30 «TTI 

[ft R?T-30025/10/2006 aT^3lR(faftrtD] 
4t. tjr. ifas, 3m Rfyra 

New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3382.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 196/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-30G25/10/2006-IR(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT. SHRI B.I.KAZI (B. SC., L.L.M). 
Presiding Officer 

Com.G.GI.T.A. No. 196/04 In Reference No. C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 150/03 in Reference (LT.C) No. 120/99) 
R. M. Patel, 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana—384 002. Complainant... 

V/s. 


The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun—248 003 Opponent... 

APPEARANCE 

Complainant : Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

, 2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 

reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old LT.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, die workman is getting promotion to nexty 
higher post and it is the time bound promotion pq&cy and 
it is also service condition of the workman. The manapbient 
have intimated their intention of change of time bound 
policy to the unioin through conciliation officer vide file 
No. RLC/AH/50/( I)/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed 
as Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time 
bound promotion policy is change of service condition as 
per section 9-A and Schedule-lV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it 
is prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has nojuristiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension — assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (1TC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
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union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 

i. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the represen¬ 
tative of the complainant submitted a purshis by Ex. 6 and 
it is stated that the matter is settled with the management. 
Hence, the present complaint may be disposed off 

accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matte* has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance on complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not on ly that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does nqt survive in law. Hence, I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

in view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the reject-matter of the complaint. 
Hence^jhis complaint is disposed off. No order as 

to cost. 

Date: 9-5-2006 

Ahmedabad. B.I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

20 2006 

W.3?T. 3383.—1947 (1947 

SFT 14) m 17 $ 3T3*TC*T ft, 3ft "aft 

ft). ^ sftqtra <ft faqUchj aftt $ ftta, 

ft frtfe ft 

^ W (tM ftsm 197/04) ^ 
TOfftcT Mft t, ft) ^ 19-7-2006 ^ SM 

«U| 

[ft. 1^-30025/10/2006-31^ 3Trt(ftlftTO)] 
ft), tm. 

New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3383.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 197/04 
) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O, N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-1R (M)] 
B.M, DAVID, Under Secy, 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B.I. Kazi (B. SC., L.L.M), Presiding Officer 

Com. C.G.l.T.A. No. 197/04 in Reference No. C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 151/03 in Reference(I.T.C) No. 120/991 
B. R. Makwana 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association. 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana — 384002. ....Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun — 248003. ....Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence, prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A, 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
Management of O.N.G.C trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to nexty 
higher post and it is the time bound promotion policy and 
it is also service condition of the workman. The management 
have intimated their intention of change of time bound 
policy to the union through conciliation officer vide file 
No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed 
as Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time 
bound promotion policy is change of service condition as 
per Section 9-A and Schedule-lV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it 
is prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3, A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 
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4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed die written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has nojuristiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Sections 33 of the l.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence, the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it-is filed on the 
ground of apprehension -— assumption. The subject-matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (1TC) NO; 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to (uodify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the represen¬ 
tative of the complainant submitted a purshis by Ex. 6 and 
it is staled that the matter is settled with the management. 
Hence the present complaint may be disposed off 
accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of thi^ purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach erf section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence, I pass the following 
order : 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 die parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject-matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed off. No order as 
to cost. 

Date: 10-05-2006 

Ahmedabad. B.l. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

M 20 2006 

^RT.3tT. 3384.—1947 (1947 
14 ) ft) tJTCT 17 ft ft, ftftfa wmc 3ft ftfc 

ft). ft ft ftsfiS 3ftt T^ft q r foffitf ft ftfa; 

ft' ftffe fsm ft ftftfa -ST371T aftfftffpF 

afttpRTJT 31SH4I4H ft ftqrc (ft^ft ft$ft 198/04) ft) 
y*ifm sRftt t, ft) ft^ft^r m&K ft) 19-7-2006 ft) w 

8TTI 

[ft. ft^-30025/10/2006-3n^3ffC<1ftf^W)] 

NT. TftT. sWs, 3?NT ITmN 


New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3384.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 198/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial TribunaLcum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Management ofO. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-lR(M)j 

B.M. DAVID, Under Secy 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT 

Stiri B.l. Kazi (B. SC., L.L.M), Presiding Officer 

Com. G.C.I.T.A. No. 198/04 in Reference No. C.G.l.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

|CHd Com. No. 152/Oijn Reference(I.T.C) No. 120/99| 
H. K. Veghela, 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association. 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near SahLar Nagar, 

Mahesana — 384002. .Complainant 

V/s. . 

The Director, (Personnel/HRT 
ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun 248003 .. ...Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : hri K. V. Gadhia 

omm 

I. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33Aofthe Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that the 
opponent shall not change t ; me bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence, prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is-pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.l.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old LTj£. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical an i lied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next higher 
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post and it is the time bouruf promotion policy and it is also 
service condition of the workman. The management have 
intimated their intention of change of time bound policy to 
the union through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/ 
AH/50/( 1 )/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as 
Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time bound 
promotion policy is change of service condition as per 
Section 9-A and Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is 
prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying 
R & P rules for electrical category workman without the 
consent of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not 
to change the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 
is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Sections 33 of the l.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension — assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (1TC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purs his by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 


Hence, this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as 
to cost. 

Date: 10-05-2006 

Ahmedabad B.l. K.AZI, Presiding Officer 

M 20 2006 

^T.3TT. 3385.—1947 (1947 
14) m 17 ^ 3Tt ^ft. 

TTt.^ ^ ^ 

^ W WTT 194/04) ^ 
y'hlfi'ld t, ^ Wsm ^ 19-7-2006 ^ ^ 
fsn Kin 

[7T. b^T-30025/10/2006 33R( fstfspj ) ] 

^t. Ttr mi TTfaet 

New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3385.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 194/04) 
oftheCeptral Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-1R(M)] 

B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRALGOVERNM ENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRI B.l. KAZI (B. SC., L.L.M), Presiding Officer 

Com.G.C.I.T.A. No. 194/04 in Reference No. C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 148/03 in Reference (I.T.C) No. 120/99] 

V: A. Patel 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana — 384002. .Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director,(PersonneI/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun — 248003 .Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant : Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
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policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2; The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 asabld I.T.G. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next higher 
post and it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also 
service condition pf the workman. The management have 
intimated their intention of change of time bound policy to 
the unioin through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC7 
aH/ 50/(1)/2002 op 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as 
Annexure “ B ”. Thus the intention of change of time bound 
promotion policy is change of service condition as per 
section 9-A and Schedule-lV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is 
prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions til! the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of sections 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension — assumption. The subjectmatter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
rqcognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of section 33 of the 
I. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 


Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does hot survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 9-05-2006 

Ahmedabad. B.l. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

M 20 2006 

eFT.3tT. 3386.—STftfWt, 1947 (1947 
14) i7 ^ 3pj*rm ft, ^(hnpiK sft ftt. 
ftt. ^ ^ 7TO fipfrsre! sk -37*£ ^ ftH, 

arpre ft ft wjsk 

^ (ft<ft WTT 195/04) 

Tran fm itxft # i, ft! ^ 19-7-2006 ^ urt 

^3TT «TT| 

[ft. t^-30025/10/2006-3TT|3TT3(f^V)] 

ftt ftfe, mi 
New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 
S.O. 3386.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 195/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-1R(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
1NDUSTR1ALTR1BUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B.l. Kazi (B. SC., L.L.M), Presiding Officer 
Com. G.C.l.T.A. No. 195/04 In Reference No. C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

|Old Com. No. 149/03 in Reference (I.T.C) No. 120/99| 
M.B.Panchal 

C/o OnGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society,Near SahkarNagar, 

Mahesana — 384002. .Complainant 

V/s. 
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The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 .Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent ShriK. V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.l.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old l.T.C.No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
si Terence. As per the present R & P rules after completing 

' six years, the workman is getting promotion to next 

-$her post and it is the time bound promotion policy and 
it is also service condition of the workman. The management 
have intimated their intention of change of time bound 
policy to the unioin through conciliation officer vide File 
No. RLC/AH/50/(l)/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed 
as Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time 
bound promotion policy is change of service condition as 
per Section 9-A and Schedule-I V of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it 
is prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Sections 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension — assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (1TC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 


to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed off. No order as 
to cost. 

Date: 9-05-2006 

Ahmedabad B.l. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

^ fa#, 20 2006 

«FT.3TT 3387.—atfaftPTfr, 1947 
(1947 14) 17 ^ 3FJWT •*¥, 3ft. 

T^. Tift. Otti W-IcTT t# tTO fHilWl' afft cptferff 7# 

STftFOT ^ M (wf WIT 192/04) tp) 

v&rfm i, wfh 19-7-2006 tp) wtt 

«tti 

Lri. T^-30025/I0/2006-3^3?R(fafa*O] 

tift. -gfaz, sm Trim 

New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3387.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 192/04) 
ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O.N.G.C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-1R (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
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annemjre 

IM —jr 1—nrWUlT GOVERNMENT 
INDUS—JUL —11 <1 QJM-LABOUR COURT AT 

pwe saw 

fi—1IJ—P Hr 1 I til), Presiding Officer 
CottteCdCaXJLK*. WT»n 11 Reference No. C.G.I.T.A. 

——Pcnce(LT.C)Na 120/99] 

Sunil Taacja 

C/o QNGC Ekctrirel mmi Allied Staff Association, % 

19, Puabpfcunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana-384002. ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun— 248003 * ...Opponent 



APPEARANCE 

Complainant 

Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent 

Shri K. V. Gadhia 


ORDER 


1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201 /04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
o€six years, the workman is getting promotion to next higher 
post and it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also 
service condition of the workman. The management have 
intimated their intention of change of time bound policy to 
the union through conciliation officer vide File No. RLC/ 
AH/50/( 1 )/2002 on L5-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as 
Annexure “ B”. Thus the intention of change of time bound 
promotion policy is change of service condition as per 
Section 9-A and Schedule-IV of l.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is 
prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 


opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Sections 33 of the l.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension — assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
1. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 8-05-2006 

Ahmedabad B, I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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4t. T*T. 3TTT 
New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.Q. 3388.—In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 193/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management ofO. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
recei ved by the Central Government on 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-1R (M)p 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT OF 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: SHRI B.I.KAZ1 (B. SC.L.L.M). 
Presiding Officer 

Com.C. G. I.T.A. No. 193/04 In Reference No. C.G.l.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 147/03 in Reference(I.T.C) No. 120/99) 

V. G. Makwana 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana — 384002. —Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnei/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun — 248003 —Opponent 

APPEARANCE 

Complainant : Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, Praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post, it is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 


[P^rr IMSec. 3(ii)] 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble ifribundl C.G.l.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to mpdify K & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change th£ service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rul^s after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next 
higher post and it is the time bound promotion policy and 
it is also service condition of the workman. The management 
have intimated their intention of change lof time bound 
policy to the union through conciliation officer vide file 
No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed 
as Annexure “B”. Thus the intention ofchange of time 
bound promotion policy is change of seryice condition as 
per section 9-A and Schedule-IV of l.D. /^ct, 1947. Thus it 

* is prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions til 1 the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice.was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble T ribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is iil founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of sections 33 of the l.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension — assumption. The subject-matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to. modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any ruie. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of section 33 of the 
I. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
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section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject-matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 9-05-2006 

Ahmedabad B.I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

20 2006 
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New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3389. —In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 191 /04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENT AL GOVERNMENT OF 
INDUSTRY TRIBUNALCUM LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: SHRI B.I.KAZI (B. SC., L.L.M). 
Presiding Officer 

Com.G.C.l.T.A. No. 191/04 In Reference No. C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 145/03 in Reference (1.T.C) No. 120/99) 

R. K. Sharma 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana — 384002 ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun — 248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCE 

Complainant : Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 


ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, Praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting, promotion to next 
higher post and it is the time bound promotion policy and 
it is also service condition of the workman. The management 
have intimated their intention of change of time bound 
policy to the union through conciliation officer vide file 
No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed 
as Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time 
bound promotion policy, is change of service condition as 
per section 9-Aand Schedule-IV ofl.D. Act, 1947. Thus it 
is prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at 
law and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The 
complaint is ill founded and made on assumption. The 
opponent has not contravened any provisions of Sections 
33 of the I.D. Act, The complainant is not concerned 
workman and alleged dispute is not connected with the 
main reference. Hence the complaint is required to be 
dismissed. The complaint is not maintainable at law, as it 
is filed on the ground of apprehension — assumption. 
The subject-matter of present complaint is not connected 
with the pending Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no 
such demand promotion in the main reference. The 
averments and contention made in the complaint are not 
true, hence denied by the opponent. It is denied that the 
management is trying to modify recruitment and promotion 
rules with the other union. It is the privilege of the 
management to change of any rule. It is denied that there 
will be change of any service conditions of the 
complainant. The management call recognized unions and 
ASTD for the discussion for changing the R & P 
regulations and the union is not recognized union and 
their union has not a legal right to say anything about R & 
P. The complainant has not produced' any proof of 
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contravention of Section 33 of the I. D. Act. Thus it is 
prayed that the complaint should be dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be 
disposed of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent, 
l ooking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

\ is view *>f the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject-matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as 
to cost. 

Date: 08-05-2006 

Ahmedabad Bi. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

^ 20 ^ri, 2006 

3390.—arfOPm, 1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3390. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 200/04) 
ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 19-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/1G/2006-IR(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT A" 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHR1 B.i. KAZI (B. Sc., L.L.M), Presiding Officer 

Coni. CG.1.T.A. Ho. 200/04 in Reference No. C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 


[Old Com. No. 154/03 in Reference (I.T.C) No. 120/99] 

M. A. Parmar 

C/o. ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana-3 84002. ^-Complainant 

V/s. - 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., TelbhavaTi, 

Dehradun-248003 —Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : Shri R. C. Shukla. 

Opponent . Shri K. V. Gadhia. 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time-bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time- 
bound promotion policy is a changd®f service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be changed 
til! the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hors’ble Tribunal C.G.I T. A. 
No. 201/04 as ji old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next 
higher post and it is the time-bound promotion policy and 
it is also service condition of the workman. The management 
have intimated their intention of change of time-bound 
policy to the union through conciliation officer vide file 
No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed 
as Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time- 
bound promotion policy is change of service condition as 
per Section 9-A and Schedule-1 V ofl.D. Act, 1947. Thus it 
is prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the l.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
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ground of apprehension—assumption. The subject-matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (1TC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
1. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence 1 pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact ofEx. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject-matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Dale: 10-05-2006 

Ahmedabad B.I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

M 20 , 2006 

W.31T. 3391,— ftWK 1947 (1947 

14) tJBT 17 ^ >3T5<E?TFr 

^ to i89/04) 

qRTcft $, W?m ^ 19-7-2006 ^ WZ 

^3TT 

[U T^-30025/lO/2006-^3TO(faftre) ] 
^* 1 . 

New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3391.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 189/04 ) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 


management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOURCOURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHR1 B.I.KAZ1 (B. Sc., LLM), Presiding Officer 

Com. C.G.I.T.A. No. 189/04 in Reference No. C.G.I.T. 

A. No. 201/04 

lOldCom. No. 143/03 in Reference (I.T.C) No. 120/99J 
P. P.Veghela, 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana—384002. ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun—248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant Shri R. C. Shukla. 

Opponent : Sfe.iK. V.Gadhia. 

ORDER 

I. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time-bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time- 
bound promotion policy 1$ a change of service condition. 
Hence prays th * the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any actio, ) of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be changed 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon ble Tribunal C.G.l.T. A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.O.C. tr mg to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Efectrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next higher 
•post and it is the time-bound promotion policy and it is 
also service condition of file workman. The management 
have intimated their intention of change of time-bound 
policy to the union through conciliation officer vide file 
No. RLC/AH/50/( I )/2G02 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed 
as Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time- 
bound promotion policy is change of service condition as 
per Section 9-A and Schedule-1 V of LD. Act, IT47. Thus it 
is prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issur order to 
opposite party to desist f* t any action of modi ving R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 
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3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the H on'ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint js required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension — assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (1TC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference..The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule.lt is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of section 33 of the 
I. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 

of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Pol icy. Not on ly that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 5-5-2006 

Ahmedabad B.I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

^ 20 2006 

<3RT.3TT, 3392.-1947 (1947 

^FT 14) 3ft m\ 17 ^ 3ft. T^T. *ft. 
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^3T3M3, 3TFP3M3 ^ T3TZ (tM TOTT 

190/04) 3ft yehiRria 1?, 3ft w«bK 3ft 19-7-2006 
3T \ W<T 3TI 

[ft. ^-30025/10/2006-3^37TC(f3f33)] 
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New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3392. —In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 190/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tnbunal-ciim-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-1 R(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRI B.I.KAZI (B. SC.,L.L.M), Presiding Officer 

Com. C.G. I.T.A. No. 190/04 in Reference No. C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

|Old Com. No. 144/03 in Reference (I .T.C) No. 120/991 
A. K. Khanna 

C/o. ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association. 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana-3 84002. ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (PersonneI/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun — 248003 .. .Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33A of the Industrial Dispute Act, praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change oftime bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next higher 
post and it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also 
service condition of the workman. The management have 
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intimated their intention of change of time bound policy to 
the union through conciliation officer vide file No- RLC/ 
AH/50/(l)/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as 
Annexure “ B”: Thus the intention of change of time bound 
promotion policy is change of service condition as per 
section 9-A and Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is 
prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of section 33 of the l.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension — assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of section 33 of the 
I. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not-survive in law. Hence 1 pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

in view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 5-5-2006 

Ahmedabad B.I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 


^ 20 , 2006 
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New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3393.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 188/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N:*G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-1 R(M)] 

B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOURCOURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRl B.I. KAZI (B. Sc., L.L.M), Presiding Officer 

Com. C.G.I.T.A. No. 188/04 in Reference No. CG.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 142/03 in Reference (I.T.C) No. 120/99) 
D. K. Pandey 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana-3 84002. ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES 

Complainant : Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy. 
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in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old l.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next higher 
post and it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also 
. ervice condition of the workman. The management have 
intimated their intention of change of time bound policy to 
the union through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/ 
AH/50/( I )/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as 
Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time bound 
promotion policy is change of service condition as per 
Section 9-A and Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is 
prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
'opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
f«3es for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the l.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension—assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (1TC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 


say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of, No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 4-5-2006 

Ahmedabad B.l. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

^ K'cdh, 20 ^di|, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3394.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Centra 1 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 187/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management ofO. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-1R (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 







^5T : 3TOT 26,2006m 4, 1928 


7421 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBinSAL-CUM-LABOUR CQURl 
ATAHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: SHRI B.I.KAZI (B. Sc., L.L.M), 
Presiding Officer 

Com.C.G.l.T.A. No. 187/04 in Reference No. C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

{Old Com. No. 141/03 in Reference (I.T.C.) No. 120/99] 

Sudhir Singn 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana — 384002. —Complainant 

V/s. ’ 

The Director (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 


Dehradun — 248003 

—Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

%. 

Complainant : 

Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent : 

Shri K. V. Gadhia 


ORDER 


1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T. A. 
No. 201/04 as.a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical Category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next 
higher post and it is the time bound promotion policy and 
it is also service condition of the workman. The management 
have intimated their intention of change of time bound 
policy to the union through conciliation officer vide file 
No. RLC/AH/50/(l )/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed 
as Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time 
bound promotion policy is change of service condition as 
per Section 9-A and Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it 
is prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 


opposite party to desist for any action of.modifying 
R & P rules for electrical category workman without the 
consent of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not 
to change the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 
is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension — assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (1TC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the.main reference. The averments and 
contentionmade in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized^ unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
1. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R& P Policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become inffuctuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence 1 pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 3-5-2006 

Ahmedabad B.I.KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3395. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 186/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Trtbunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-30025/ 1 0/2006-1R (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TR1BUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRJ B.I. KAZI (B. Sc., L.L.M), Presiding Officer 

Com.C. G. I.T.A. No. 186/04 in Reference No. CG.I.T.A 
No. 201/04 

{Old Com. No. 140/03 in Reference (I.T.C) No. 120/99] 

S.K.Sharma 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 
Mahesana-384002. ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun -248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCE 

Complainant : Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

I. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be changed 
till the pending of reference case. 


2.. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next higher 
post and it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also 
service condition of the workman. The management have 
intimated their intention of change of time bound policy to 
the union through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/ 
AH/50/(l)/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as 
Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change oftime bound 
promotion policy is change of service condition as per 
Section 9-A and Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is 
prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of mod ifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Horn ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made 6n assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension — assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of ft j* purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
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4fty breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex., 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 2-5-2006 

Ahmedabad B.l. KAZ1, Presiding Officer 

20 {, 2006 
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«n 

1^-30025/10/2006-3TT&rrc(faf*re) ] 
up. tte, 3mt^rf^r 
New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 
S.O. 3396 .—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, }?47 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the awST!? No.185/04) 

of the Central Government Industrial Tribunai-cuHl-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between theemployers in relation to the 
management oft) N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the central Government on 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-3 0025/10/2006-lR(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

AMmm 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAUCUM-LABOUR COURT AT \ 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHR1 B.l.KAZI (B. Sc., L.L.M.), Presiding Officer 
Com.C.G.I.T.A. No. 185/04 in Reference No.C.G.l.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

jOld Com. No. 139/03 in Reference (I.T.C) No. 120/991 
F.G.Vohra 

C/o ONGC Eiectrical and Aliied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 
Mahesana-384002. . —Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 —Opponent 

APPEARANCE 

Complainant : Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 


1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be changed 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hoh’ble Tribunal C.G.t.T.A. 
No. 201 /04 as a old 1 .T.C; No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change die service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next 
higher post and it is the time bound promotion policy and 
it is also serv ice condition of the workman. The management 
have intimated their intention of change of time bound 
policy to the union through conciliation officer vide file 

• No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed 
as Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time 
bound promotion policy is change of service condition as 
per section 9-A and Schedule-IV of l.D. Act, 1947. Thus it 
is prayed that the Hon’hie Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice Was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 

K and the Hon'bit Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
’ is^ ill-founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the l.D. 
^£t. The complainant is not Concerned workman and 
alleged diapuw I s not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is' r?«uired to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at lavV, M H is filed orr-the 
ground of apprehension—assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint Is not connected with the pending 
Reference (1TC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made ih the Complaint are nojt true, hence denieo 
by the opponent. Ibis denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment aftd promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege’i?f the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and A STD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union js not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
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say anything about R & iP. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 

l.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated than the matter is settled with the 
management Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accord ingiy. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33 Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infhictuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

in view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed off. No order as 
to cost. 

Date: 02-05-2006 

Ahmedabad B. 1. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

20 2006 

wr.aw. 3397 .—1947 (1947 
Tfu 14) 17 ^ Wm 3Jt. T^T. it. 

it.it WRT5T TTO PKfNdJf it 
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[i. "0^-30025/10/2006^) ] 
it. ‘ifaS, 3PSR 
New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3397.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 184/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-1R(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRI B.I .KAZI (B. Sc., L.L.M),Presiding Officer 


Com.G.C.I.T.A. No. 184/04 In Reference No. CG.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 138/03 in Reference (I.T.C) No. 120/99} 
V.J.Gadhi 

C/oONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

M ahesana — 384002. Complainant... 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun—248003 Opponent... 

APPEARANCE 

Complainant Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
til! the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.l.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next higher 
post and it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also 
service condition of the workman. The management have 
intimated their intention of change of time bound policy to 
the union through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/ 
AH/50/(l)/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as 
Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time bound 
promotion policy is change of service condition as per 
section 9-A and Schedule-IV of l.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is 
prayed that the Hon’bie Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & f* 
rules for Electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Sta|f Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provision's of Section 33 of the l.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman ana 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
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Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension—assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right'to 
■say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not only that die opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infhictuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. • 

Date: 01-05-2006 

Ahmedabad B.I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

tefr, 20 2006 

T*r.3*r. 3398.— afeft fire; fiwm stfaPm, 1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3398,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act r 1^47 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes die award (Ref No. 183/04) 


of the Central Government Industrial T ribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between die employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. amd their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-30025/IQ/2006-1R(M)] 
, B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANT4EXURE 

BEFOkt THE CENITUiL GOVERNMENT OF 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN ALCXIM LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: SHRI B.I.KAZI (B. Sc., L.L.M). 
Presiding Officer 

Com.C.G.I.T.A. No. 183/04 In Reference No. C.G.l.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 137/03 in Reference (l.T.C) No. I2«/99| 
Anurudh Kumar 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana—384002. —Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd.. Telbhavan, 

Dehradun —- 248003 —Opponent 

APPEARANCE 

Complainant : Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, Praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time- 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before die Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.l.T.A. 
No. 201 /04 as a old l.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next 
higher post and it is the time bound promotion policy and 
it is also service condition of the workman. The management 
have intimated their intention of change'of time bound 
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policy to the union through conciliation officer vide file 
No. RLC/AH/50/(l )/2002on 15-5-2002 a copy, is enclosed 
as Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time 
bound promotion policy is change of service condition as 
per section 9-A and Schedule-IV ofl.D. Act, 1947. Thus it 
is prayed that the Hon'ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Sections 33 of the l.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension — assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (1TC) No. 120/99. There ig-no such demand 
promotion in the main reference^-Xhe averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and Their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
1. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infiructuous 
and .does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

in view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 


settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed off. No order as 
to cost. 

Date: 1-5-2006 

Ahmedabad B.l. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

^ feft, 20 ^cTI t, 2006 

^T.3tT 3399.-3ftdtfft+ ftlTR 1947 (1947 

+114) +) *ITO 17 ^ 3R[?R+ ft, 7R+K ft). ft). 

ftt^ ^ft+T? ^ TTO frftfa+f <+>4+10 ^ #3, 

appro ft ftrfe ft tr+tt 

^ (ft^ft WIT 182/04) +) 
y+lH/ld +rft f, ftt 7R+R +) 19-7-2006 +) 3ITRT 

«ni 
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New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3399.—In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 182/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management ofO. N. G. C. anfttheir workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-3Q025/10/2006-IR(M)j 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT OF 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOURCOURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: SHR1 B.l. KAZI (B. Sc., L.L.M). 
Presiding Officer 

Com.C.CI.T.A. No. 182/04 In Reference No. C.C.l.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 136/03 in Reference (l.T.C) No. 120/99| 
J. B. Panchal 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana — 384002. —Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/H R) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun — 248003 —Opponent 

APPEARANCE 

Complainant : Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

I. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
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one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change pf time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ©l4cred4(fcde$ist from any $©fiof 
of modifying Rn& P rules for electrical catego^san4fo«- 
setvi^^condition should not be change till the pending of 
.referencaxase^ 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
hip. 201 /04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next 
higher post and it is the time bound promotion policy and 
it is also service condition of the workman. The management 
have intimated their intention of change of time bound 
policy to the union through conciliation officer vide file 
No. RLC/ AH/50/( 1 )/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed 
as Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time 
bound promotion policy is change of service condition as 
per Section 9-A and Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, I $47. Thus it 
is prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 js finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and die Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension — assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (1TC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 Of the 
I. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 


mahagement. Hence the present complaint may be dispose^ 
6ff accordingly. 

6. Looking to thefacts ofthte, purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has'been settled amicably and there.is no 
gritvanee of the complairiaht regarding changing the 
R & P PoUcy.Not only that the opponent has not committeB 
anybreach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence 1 pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the feet of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed off. No order as 
to cost. 

Date: 1-5-2006 

Ahmedabad B.I.KAZI, Presiding Officer 

' M fipwft, 20 2006 
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New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 
S.O; 3400. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby published the award (Ref. No. 181/04 ) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government oh 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT OF 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
ATAHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: SHRI B L KAZI (B. Sc., L.L.M). 
Presiding Officer 

Com.C.G.I.T.A. No. I8IAJ4 In Reference No. C.G.I.T.A, 
No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 135/03 in Reference (I.T.C) No. 120/991 
G.KfParmar 

C/o. ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

M), Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 
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Mahesana — 384 002. —Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun—248 003 —Opponent 

APPEARANCE 

Complainant Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.l.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as an old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to nexty 
higher post and it is the time bound promotion policy and 
it is also service condition of the workman. The management 
have intimated their intention of change of time bound 
policy to the union through conciliation officer vide file 
No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed 
as Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time 
bound promotion policy is change of service condition as 
per section 9-A and Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it 
is prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension — assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 


by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence, I pass the following 
order; 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint, 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 15-2-2006 

Ahmedabad B.l. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

M 20 i t 2006 
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New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3401.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 201 /04 ) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management ofO. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-1 R(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR CX)URT 
AT AHMED AB AD 

PRESENT: Shri B.I. KAZI (B. Sc., L.L.M.) 
Presiding Officer 

Com.C.G.I.T.A. No. 201/04 In Reference No. GG.LT.A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 135/03 in Reference (I.T.C) No. 120/99) 

V. P. Mehta, 

C/o. ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana-384 002. —-Comp lainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248 003 —Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant ShriR.C.Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

I. The complainant has riled this complaint under 
Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ ble Tribunal, C.G.I.T. A. 
No. 201/Q4 as an old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next 
higher post and it is the time bound promotion policy and 
it is also service condition of the workman. The management 
have intimated their intention of change of time bound 
policy to the union through conciliation officer vide rile 
No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed 
as Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time 
bound promotion policy is change of service condition as 
per Section 9-A and Schedule-IV ofl.D. Act, 1947. Thus it 
is prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 


rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to 
change the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is 
finalized. 

f 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has nojuristiction. The complaint 
is'ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the l.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not. maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension—assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There 4s no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
1. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence, the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6 . Looking tothe facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence, 1 pass the following 
order: 

ORDER _ 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence, this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as 
to cost. 

Date: 10-5-2006 

Ahmedabad B.I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3402.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.202/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRi B.I.KAZI (B. SC., L.L.M), Presiding Officer 

Com. C.G.l.T.A. No. 202/04 In Reference No. C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 156/03 in Reference (I.T.C) No. 120/99) 
G. R. Bhatt 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near SahkarNagar, 

Mahesana - 384002. ....Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 ....Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant : Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

I. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the industrial Dispute Act, Praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change oftime bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 


of modifying R & P rules For electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference ease. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.l.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next 
higher post and it is the time bound promotion policy and 
it is also service condition of the workman. The management 
have intimated their intention of change of time bound 
policy to the union through conciliation officer vide file 
No. RLC/AH/50/( I )/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed 
as Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time 
bound promotion policy is change of service condition as 
per Section 9-A and Schedule-1 V ofl.D. Act, 1947. Thus it 
is prayed that the HotVble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Sections 33 of the l.D. 
Act The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension — assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
1. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of ihe complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 


1 i I O i <|4 | 


- b ! lW * • WI|MH HI. H 


H* u ■ **• I I 


n a i m m i Fnf -M'i * 


' 7431 


im ll—WS 3(ii)] w WRf : 3PRI 26,2006m 4,1928 


that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not only that the eppooent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no Violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence 1 pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 12-06-2006 

Ahmedabad B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

» ^ 20 2006 
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New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 
S.O. 3403 —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.203/04) 
ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE j 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAIXTJM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHR1 B.1.KAZI (B. SC., L.L.M), Presiding Officer 
Com. C.G.I.T.A. No. 203/04 In Reference No. C.G.LT.A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 157/03 in Reference (I.T.C) No. 120/99) 
N.K. Patel 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 
Mahesana-384002. ....Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd.,Telbhavan, 

Dehradun - 248003 ....Opponent 


APPEARANCE: 

Complainant Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1, The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to. next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be changed 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 lift old l.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
muilgemetti Of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category worianjfe who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present IciSfcl* rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next higher 
post and it is the time-bound promotion policy and it is also 
service condition ofthe workman. The management have 
intimated their intention of change of time bound policy to 
the union through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/ 
AH/50/(1)/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as 
Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time bound 
promotion policy is change of service condition as per 
Section 9-A and Schedule-1 V of l.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is 
prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

• 3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the wriflap statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Sections 33 of the l.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension—assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (1TC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
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recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & F regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of section 33 of the 

l. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6 , this complaint become infhictuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this con.piaint v; hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 12-96-7006 

Ahmedabad 3 I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3404.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Gov ernment hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.204/04 ) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure ip the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-1R(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL 
GOVERNM ENTINDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM- 
LABOUR COURT AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: SHRI B.I.KAZ1 (B. SC., LX.M). 
Presiding Officer 

Com.G.CXT.A. No. 204/04 la Reference No. C.GXT.A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 158/03in Reference (I.T.C) No. 120/99) 
Moolchand Sharma 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana-384002 —Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 —Opponent 

APPEARANCE 

Complainant : Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.GXT.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next higher 
post and it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also 
service condition of the workman. The management have 
intimated their intention of change of time bound policy to 
the union through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/ 
AH/50/(l)/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as 
Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time bound 
promotion policy is change of service condition as per 
section 9-Aand Schedule-1 V of I D. Act, 1947. Thus it is 
prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 

4 the service conditions til I the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice' was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 
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4 By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and die Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of sections 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension—assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (IT.C) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with file other 
union. It is the privilege of die management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of section 33 of the 
I. D. Act Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex, 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly, 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of section 
33 of file Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infiructuous and does not 
survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 12-06-2006 

Ahmedabad. B.I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

fi$ 20 2006 

W.3tr. 3405.—dkjpl* fom SlffifWT, 1947 (1947 
^ 14) fift «rra n ^ 3, TTtfinr aft 

205/04) fifit swififin mini ■$, fift 19 - 7 - 2006 

fifi WZ 1[3TT «ni 

[V. fitfi-30025/10/2006-afH^TR(tfif^)] 


New Delhi, the 20th July,2006 

S.O. 3405.—In Pursuance of section 17 of the , 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. Na.205/04 ) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure ip the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of 6. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-1R (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTTUALTRIBUNAL-CIJM-LABOUR COURT AT 
' AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRI BJ.KAZI (B. Sc., L.L.M), Presiding Officer 

Cofn.G.C.I.T. A. No. 205/04, In Reference No. C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 159/03 in Reference (I.T.C) No. 120/99) 
B.H. Patel 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana-384 002 —Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun - 248 003 —Opponent 

APPEARANCE 

Complainant Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K.. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 Aofthe Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a woricman who completes six years of service in 
one post wiH get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the compiain^pt is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old LT.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association, The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the woricman ^getting promotion to next higher 
post and it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also 
service condition of the workman. The management have 
intimated their intention of change of time bound policy to 
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the union through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/ 
AH/50/(l)/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as 
Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time bound 
promotion policy is change of service condition as per 
Section 9-A and Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is 
prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written. Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Sections 33 of the l.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension — assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (1TC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say any thing about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
1. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that file complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Pol icy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33-. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 13-06-2006 

Ahmedabad B.I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 


^ 20 2006 

cFT.3TT. 3406.—sMfw STfjjfwi, 1947 

(1947 ^114) ^ sikt 17^3*3^3, 

■771. ^ UM 3 ^ d'i c b ^ 

41- 3 , 313^1 4 3^siiPi4i fqqi^ 4 sfn-rffw 

3TfacRTJT, ^ W 1M1 206/04) ^ 

y+lfeld t, # ^ 19-7-2006 ^ 

^3TT «TTI 

[4. T^-30025/10/2006-31^ 3TR (frrfrril) J 

New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3406.—In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.206/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B.lXazi(B.Sc.,L.L.M.), Presiding Officer 

Com.G.CXT.A. No. 206/04, In Reference No. C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 160/03 in Reference(I.T.C) No. 120/99| 
K. G. Rajput, 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society. Near Sahkar Nagar, 
Mahesana-384002. —Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun -248003 —Opponent 

APPEARANCES 

Complainant : Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
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service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.l.T.A. 
No. 201 /04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next higher 
post and it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also 
service condition of the workman The management have 
intimated their intention of change of time bound policy to 
the union through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/ 
AH/50/(! )/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as 
Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time bound 
promotion policy is change of service condition as per 
section 9-A and Schedule-lV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is 
prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
ruies for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the^opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal hasnojuristiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of sections 33 of the l.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence ihe complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not'maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension — assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (1TC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent, it is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I. D. Act. Thus ii is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 


grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Po l icy. N ot on ly that the opponent has not comm itted 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence 1 pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed off. No order as 
to cost. 

Date: 13-06-2006 

Ahmedabad B.l. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

20 2006 

W.3TT. 3407,—steftPro fararc; arfafwr, 1947 
(1947 "FT 14) 17 ^ ft, aft. 

t^T. ftt. 7ft. <*|4=M<T ftv 
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^ (tM wtt 207/04) 
M+ifiiid wr i, ftt ^ 19-7-2006 ^ w 

i| 3 n «ni 

[ft. T7eT-30025/l0/2006-3TT i m (fftfftq)] 
ftt. ttji, 

New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.Ck 3407.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.207/04 ) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribuna)-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management ofO. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-lR(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT 

Shri B.l, Kazi (B, Sc., L.L.M). Presiding Officer 

Com.G.C.I.T.A. No, 207/04 In Reference No. C.G.l.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

|Old Com. No. 161/03 in Reference (I.T.C) No. I20/99| 
M, P. Gupta, 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19 , Pushpkunj Society, Near SahkarNagar, 

Mahesana-384002. —Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director. (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd..Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 —Opponent 
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APPEARANCE 

Complainant ShriR.C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

I. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. 'The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.l.T. A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next higher 
post and it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also 
set vice condition of the workman. The management have 
intimated their intention of change of time bound policy to 
the union through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/ 
AH/50/( I )/2007 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as 
Annexure "B 1 '. Thus the intention of change of time bound 
promotion policy is change of service condition as per 
Section 9-A and Schedule-lV of l.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is 
prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the sei vice conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon 1 ble Tribunal has no juristiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and'made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 23 of the l.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension — assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 


contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
1. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence tiie present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amfcably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R &l P Policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to die Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed off. No order as 
to cost. 

Date; 14-06-2006 

Ahmedabad B. I. KAZ1, Presiding Officer 

20 2006 

W1.31T. 3408.—fecTK arfatWT, 1947 
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[Tf. 3^-30025/10/2006-3*1$ (faf*TO)] 

New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3408.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 208/04) 
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of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Atuned&bad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the.employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. aad their workman, which was 
received by the Cental Government on 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-30025/l0/2006-lR(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

AMXEXUHE 

BBSORRTHBCBNTHALGOVERNMENT OF 
INDUSTKIALTRIBmAli^UM -LABOUR COURT AT 
AWfiEDARAD 

PRBSRNTt SferiBiLKazi(B. Sc.,L.L.M), 
PresidtegOfficer 

ConvC.G.I.T. A. No. 20&D4 In Reference No. C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

| Old Com. No. 162/03 in Reference (I.T.C) No. 120/99| 
P. K.Sharma 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagaar, 

Mahesana—384002. —Complainant 

V/s. ■ ■ 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd , Telbhavan, 

Dehradun — 248003 —Opponent 

APPEARANCE ...... 

Complainant : Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. the complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying'tfiat the 
opponent shall not change time bound prgftfonon policy, 
in which a workman who comjjletes'SL* ^ears of service in 
one post will getffieT»uinotijctttO next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainantthat change of time bound promotion 
pobeyrts'a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rides for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201 /04 as a old 1.-T.C - No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next higher 
post and it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also 
service condition of the workman. The management have 
intimated their intention of change of time bound policy to 
the union through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/ 
AH/5Q/( I )/2002.on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as 
Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time bound 


promotion policy is change of service condition as per 
Section 9-A and Schedule-1 V of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is 
prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A^notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has nojuristiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the l.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required, to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at. law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension — assumption. The subjec.t matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (1TC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent.. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union, it is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for thediscusston for 
changing the R & ,P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
L.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. ' 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing, the 
R & P Policy. Not on ly that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, This complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence i pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view ot the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed off. No order as 
to cost. 

Date: 14-06-2006 

Ahmedabad B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3409.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 211/04 
) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
I ndustrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-1R (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRI B.l. KAZI (B. Sc., L.L.M), Presiding Officer 

Com.C.G.I.T.A. No. 211/04 In Reference No. C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

|Old Com. No. 165/03 in Reference (I.T.C) No. 120/99) 

P. H. Patel 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana - 3 84002. ...Comp lainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun - 248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCE 

Complainant Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

I. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 


say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon ble Tribunal C.G.l.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next h igher 
post and it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also 
service condition of the workman. The management have 
intimated their intention of change of time bound policy to 
the union through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/ 
AH/50/(1)/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as 
Annexure “ B”. Thus the intention of change of time bound 
promotion policy is change of service condition as per 
Section 9-A and Schedule-IV of !.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is 
prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the serv ice conditions tili the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. \ notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any prov isions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is hot connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension-assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the dis<GssiQn for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 
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5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infhictuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed off. No order as 
to cost. 

Date: 15-06-2006 

Ahmedabad B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3410.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 210/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in die 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

ShfRI B. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L.L.M), Presiding Officer 

Com. ic.G.I.T.A. No. 210/04 In Reference No. C.G.I.T. A. 
No. 201/04 


[Old Com. No. 164/03 in Reference (LT.C.) No. 120/99] 
K. A. Kachhia, 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana - 384 002. —Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun - 248 003 —Opponent 

APPEARANCE 

Complainant : Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent ShriK.V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act. Praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old l.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change die service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next higher 
post and it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also 
service condition of the workman. The management have 
intimated their intention of change of time bound policy to 
the union through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/ 
AH/50/(l)/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as 
Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time bound 
promotion policy is change of service condition as per 
Section 9-A and Schedule-1 V of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is 
prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no juristiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
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not contravened any provisions of sections 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension — assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (1TC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of section 33 of the 
1. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P Policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed off. No order as 
to cost. 

Date: 15-06-2006 

Ahmedabad B.I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3411.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.209/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial TribunaLcum- Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19-07-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-1R (M)] 

B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRY TRIBUNALpCUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT 

SHRI B.i. KAZI (B. Sc„ L.L.M), Presiding Officer 

ConuG.C.l.T.A. No. 209/04 In Reference No. C.G.l.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 163/03 in Reference (I.T.C) No. 120/99) 
L.M. Bumtaria 

C/oONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj So.ciety, Near Sahkar Nagar, 
Mahesana-384002. —Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd.,Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 —Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant : Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

I. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33A ofthe Industrial Dispute Act, praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say ofthe complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.l.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a Old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
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reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next 
higher post and it is the time bound promotion policy and 
it is also service condition of the workman. The management 
have intimated their intention of change of time bound 
policy to the union through conciliation officer vide file 
No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 on 1.5-5-2002 a copy is enclosed 
as Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time 
bound promotion policy is change of service condition as 
per Section 9-A and Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it 
is prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rulCs for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical and Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the Written Statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon'ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the mamvnafenjnee. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed-on the 
ground of apprehension—assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (1TC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union, it is the priviiege of the management to change of 
any rule, li is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has ndt 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 Oft the 
l. D Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint shodltitbe 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication theitufmemm* 
tative of the complainant submitted a purshis by l Ex.<6-and 
it is stated that the matter is settled with the management. 
Hence, the present complaint may be disposed >cf£f 
accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshistEx^dtttodhMr 
that the matter has been settled amicably and thereto wo 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing 

R & P policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violfttUitruf 
section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become iiffruotuous 


and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 14-06-2006 

Ahmedabad B.l. KAZ1, Presiding Officer 

25 2006 
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NewDelhi, the 25th July, 2006 ' ,*• . 

’S:0i 3412.—-In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), thelCehtral 
Govemment’hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.327/04) 
oftheCentmhGoverament Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Xhmedabad now as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in delation to the 
management Of State Bank of Saurashtra and their worV»^^ 
which was received by the Central Government oif*; 
25-7-2006. 


[No, L-12025/3/2006-IR (B4)J 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE ' 

BESPOKE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT W ; 


AT AHMEDABAD 

rnmem-. • .■ 

Shri B1.KAZ1 (B. Sc„ L.L.M), Presiding Officer 

Com. C.C.l.t.A. No. 327/04 -w 

No. 1/2003) 

Smt. ManjulabenNl.Solanki 

C/oWdhaGujarat General Works Union 

Hathflihana'Road, Junagadh ...Complainant 

TA. 

The Manager, 

State IMkibf Saurashtra, 

Diamond Tokl^efaval • ...Opponent 

APPEARANCE 

Complainant Shri l.C. Khan 

Opponent Abs'ent 
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ORDER 

1 . The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33A of the Industrial Dispute Act for the 
termination of the complainant on 16-09-2000 by the 
opponent and prays that he shall be reinstated with 
continuity of services and with back wages, and all other 
benefits and for the cost. The brief facts are that she was 
working in the opponent branch, and has raised the dispute 
for the permanency. Which is C. G. I. T.A. No. 1170/04, No 
approval was taken. Though reference was pending before 
the conciliation. Thus the act of termination is illegal, 
improper, and ab-initio-void. Thus she prays as per para 4 
of the complaint. 

2. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
reply. The opponent did not file the reply, though proper 
opportunity was given by this Tribunal. The right of reply 
was closed by order under Ex.6. 

3. The complainant has submitted a D.E. list by Ex. 3. 
Which are marks 3/1 to 3/6 which are exhibited 12 to 17 
respectively. The complainant has further produced a D. E. 
list by Ex. 8. Which are marks 8/1 to 8/3 and exhibited as 
Exs. 9,10 and 18 respectively. 

4. The complainant examined herself by Ex. 11. 
Though proper opportunity was given to the opponent 
they did not remain present to cross the witness. Thus the 
right of cross-examination was closed as per order under 
Ex. 21. Then the matter was kept for the evidence of the 
opponent, but the opponent did not avail on opportunity. 
Hence right of the opponent was closed as per order passed 
under Ex. 23. The complainant has submitted a written 
arguments and various decisions in support of the case. 
I have perused the written arguments and taken on record. 
A gist of the arguments is that the demand of the reference 
was before the conciliation officer. Thus the services 
condition can not be changed without necessary 
application of approval/permission. The opponent has not 
followed Section 25 F of the I. D. Act before the termination 
and she has worked for more than 240 days preceding the 
12 months of the termination. Thus the termination is in 
violation of Section 33 of the I. D. Act. Hence the 
complainant is entitled for the reinstatement with continuity 
of services and with full back wages. In support of his 
submissions he cited : 

(i) 1993 (I)G.L. H. 1162 S.C. Sarva Shramik Sangh 
V/s. Indian Hume Pipe Co. Ltd. and Another. 

(ii) i 979 L. A. B. I.C. 312 Patna H. C. Bihar State Road 
Transport Corporation and others V/s. 
Jadunandan Singh. 

5. Looking to the submission and looking to the 
documents and evidence produced by the complainant. 
The following issues are to be decided for my 
considerations : 

(a) Whether the termination of the complainant by 
the opponent is in violation of Section 33 of the 
1. D. Act.? 


(b) Whether the complainant proves that the 
termination of the opponent is in violation of 
Section 25 F of the Industrial Dispute Act. 

(c) Whether the complainant is entitled for the 
reinstatement to his post with continuity of 
services? 

(d) What order about the back wages? 

(e) What final order? 

My answer to the above issues are as under as per 
reasons given below : 

(a) Yes 

(b) Yes 

(c) Yes 

(d) The opponent shall pay 60% back wages from 
the date of termination till the reinstatement. 

(e) As per the final order of the complaint. 

REASONS 

6 . If we peruse the documents submitted by the 
complainant, it is clear that the services of the complainant 
was terminated by the opponent, while the dispute for the 
permanency was pending before the conciliating authority. 
Thus the terminatioij on 16-09-2000 of the complainant is 
nothing, but in violation of Section 33 of the I. D. Act. 

7. Looking to the evidence Ex. 11, it is clear that no 
notice or notice pay was given, no compensation has been 
paid. She was working with the bank as a peon and the 
wages were paid by the vouchers. She has worked for 
10 years continuously. Thus it is clear that before the 12 
months preceding the termination. She has worked for more 
that 240 days. Thus Section 25 F is applicable in the present 
case and in violation of Section 25 F, the opponent has 
terminated the services of the complainant Looking to this 
fact the complainant is entitled to reinstate on his original 
post with continuity of services, because the opponent 
did not establish that the termination was according 
Section 25F. Not only that after the illegal act of the 
opponent, she did not get any employment after the 
termination. Hence it is necessary to award 60% back wages 
from the date of termination till the reinstatement by the 
opponent to the complainant. 

8 . Looking to the above observations I hereby pass 
the following order. 

ORDER 

The complaint is allowed. The opponent is hereby 
directed to reinstate the opponent on his original post with 
continuity of services within 30 days of the receipt of this 
order. It is also directed to pay the complainant 60% back 
wages from the date of termination till the reinstatement 
and to pay Rs. 1000/- as a cost of this complaint to the 
complainant. 

Date: 13-04-2006 

Ahmedabad B.I. KAZ1, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 26th July, 2006 
S.O. 3413. —In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.2/97) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Integral Coach Factory and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
26-7-2006. 

[No. L-41012/167/95-IR (B-I)] 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT LABOUR 
COURT, CHENNAI 

PRESENT: 

Thiru R. Munirathinam, B.A., B.L., Presiding Officer 
Wednesday, the 15 th day of March, 2006 

Central Government Industrial Dispute No. 2/97 
Between 

Thiru. Krishnan (23/2002 PF No. 46483), 

Khalasi Helper, 

1 OS^C, Pillaiyar Koil Sheet, 

T. V. Nagar, 

Chennai-600 040. 

And 

The General Manager, 

Integral Coach Factory, 

Chennai-600 038. 

This dispute coming on 6-3-2006 before me for final 
hearing in the presence of M/s. T. I. Ramanathan. K. 
Ganesan and N . P. Jayaku mar counsel for petitioner and of 
M/s. P. Arulmudi and P. Srinivasan, counsel for respondent 
and upon petusing the material paper on records and upon 
hearing their arguments and having stood over for 
consideration till this day, this Court delivered the 
following: 

AWARD 

This is an Industrial Dispute between Thiru. Krishnan 
and the General Manager, I.C.F., Chennai-38 referred to 
this Court for adjudication u/s 10(1 )(d) of I.D. Act, 1947 by 


the Government of I ndia/Bharat Sarkar in Order N o. L-41012/ 
I67/95-1R (B.I), Ministry of Labour/Shram Mantralaya, 
New Delhi dated 7-2-1997 on the following issues: 

“Whether the action of the management of General 
Manager, Integral Coach Factory, Madras in 
terminating the services of Shri R. Krishnan, 
Scavenger with effect from 28-4-84 after serving 
19 years of service for chronic absentism due to 
illness is just, proper and legal ? If not, to what relief 
is the workman entitled to ? ” ’ : « 

(2) The brief averments in the petition are as follows: 
The petitioner has joined the services of the respondent 
on 21-4-1965 as a Scavenger and after 19 years of service 
he was prmpted as Khalasi. In the course of service, as he 
could not attend to work from 3-9-1981 to 26-10-83 since he 
has developed Occupational Disease, an enquiry was 
conducted against him by the respondent on 20-2-1984. 
But he did not know the nature of proceedings conducted 
against him since he is an illiterate. Further, the petitioner 
had informed the Head of Department about his ailments 
and he was absent from duty only after due sanction by 
the Head of Department. The petitioner had been under 
the impression that be could join duty after his ailment is 
cured and when the petitioner went to report for duty having 
recovered his ailment completely, he was informed that he 
has already been dismissed from service. The order of 
termination is not valid in law. The petitioner is now aged 
43 and he is in a position to work. Therefore, he raised a 
dispute before the conciliation officer and the same ended 
in failure. Hence, the petitioner requests to direct the 
respondent to reinstate him with continuity of service, full 
back wages and all other attendant benefits. 

(3) The brief averments in the counter are as follows: 
The respondent denies all the allegations and averments 
in the petition. The petitioner was appointed as a Sanitary 
Cleaner on 21-4-1965. While working as a Khalasi Helper, 
he was traken up on a major disciplinary proceedings on 
15-12-1983 for his unauthorised absence from 3-9-1981 to 
26-10-1983. A departmental enquiry was held in a fair and 
proper manner following the principles of natural justice, 
in which the petitioner has participated and admitted the 
charge of unauthorised absence. The enquiry officer gave 
his findings. Based on the findings, the respondent 
dismissed the petitioner from service on 28-4-1984. Against 
the order, he had appealed to Addl. Chief Mech. Engineer/ 
Shell on 13-7-84, which was turned down by the Appellate 
Authority on 15-9-84. Subsequently, he submitted a revision 
petition to the Chief Mechanical Engineer on 
17-12-84. The petitioner has acknowledged all these 
communications which were sent by registered post. 
Thereafter, he also submitted a mercy petition to the General 
Manager and after its disposal, a memorandum to the 
Hon’ble Minister for Railways in 1988 on which the 
comments of this Administration have been given to the 
Ministry of Railways in December, 1988. Further, the 
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petitioner was a chronic absentee right from his appointment 
and prior to his removal he had been punished on 12 
occasions for his unauthorised absence. Further, there are 
no merits in the petition, which is also badly delayed. The 
petitioner was removed from service in April 1984 and has 
exhaused the departmental remedies of appeal and revision 
petitions in 1984 itself. He is coming up with this I.D. after 
more than 13 years. For the reasons stated above, this 
dispute has to be dismissed. 

(4) On thf side of petitioner, the petitioner was 
examined as W.W. 1 but no document was marked and on 
the side of respondent, one witness was examined as M. W. 1 
and Ex. M. 1 to M. 12 were marked. 

(5) Counsel for respondent also filed written 
arguments. 

(6) Points for determination are: 

(1) Whether the petitioner is chronic absentee as 
alleged by the Respondent ? .§£'" 

(2) Whether the removal of service of the petitioner 



(3) Whether the petitioner is entitled for 
reinstatement with continuity of service, full 
— : back wages and all other attendant benefits ? 

(7) Point No. 1 and 2 : It is not in dispute that the 
petitioner was appointed as Sanitary Cleaner on 21-4-1965 
arid thereafter he was promoted as Khalasi and at the time 
of working as Khalasi, the petitioner absented for duty 
from 3-9-1981 to 26-10-1983. It is the case of the petitioner 
as seen from the claim statement that he had developed 
Occupational disease and thereby he stayed away from 
employment from 3-9-1981 to 26-10-83. On the contrary, it 
is the case* of the respondent that petitioner while in 
employment as Khalasi, the petitioner absented himself 
unauthorisedly for a period of 493‘/z days between 
3-9-1981 to 26-10-1983. The petitioner admits that a 
departmental enquiry was conducted against the petitioner 
and the petitioner has participated in the proceedings. But 
the petitioner would contend that the petitioner being 
illiterate was not aware of the proceedings conducted 
against him as the proceeding was conducted in English. It 
is pertinent to note that in the claim statement it is mentioned 
due to occupational disease petitioner was not able to 
attend duty between 3-9-1981 to 26-10-83. But during 
enquiry, the petitioner has represented that his mother who 
stayed at Bangarapet, Karnataka State, was sick and to 
attend on his mother he was not able to attend duty. The 
reason for not attending duty as stated by the petitioner in 
the claim statement and in the domestic enquiry is contra 
to one another. The counsel for the respondent would 
contend that if really the reason for his absence was due to 
his mother treatement he could have informed the 
respondent officials and proceeded to Bangarapet and 
without any permission or leave the petitioner had left the 
head-quarters which itself will go to show that the petitioner 


stayed away from employment unauthorisedly. 

(8) The domestic enquiry was conducted against the 
petitioner and the participation of the petitioner in the 
domestic enquiry has not been disputed by the petitioner. 
But it is the specific allegation by the petitioner that being 
illiterate he was not aware of the proceedings. If the petitioner 
is not capable of taking defence, the petitioner ought to 
have taken the assistance of a co-worker to defend himself. 
The petitioner has not chosen to take the assistance from 
the co-worker to defend him during the domestic enquiry 
against him. It is not the case of the petitioner that the 
respondent management not permitted him to have the 
assistance of the co-worker to assist him in the domestic 
enquiry. The petitioner would contend that during 1984, 
when he reported for duty, he was not permitted to work in 
the respondent management. The evidence on record 
reveals that Petitioner has suppressed the material facts 
that removal of service after enquiry and his representation 
to officials as well as political leaders from the respondent’s 
documents. 

(9) The petitioner has not filed any document on his 
side. On the contrary, the respondent has filed Ex.M.I to 
M.12 which speaks for itself that the memo issued to the 
petitioner for his unauthorised absence. Ex. M.3 
proceedings of the enquiry officer and the questions put 
to the delinquent and answers given by the delinquent 
were explained to the petitioner wherein the petitioner has 
signed. It is pertinent to note that in Ex.M.3 endorsement 
to the effect that it was read over and explained to the 
delinquent itself makes it clear that the petitioner has 
participated in the proceedings and he was aware of the 
nature of the proceedings conducted against the petitioner. 
Ex.M.4 findings establishes that the petitioner himself 
admitted about his mother’s illness was the reason for not 
attending duty which is evident from questions put to the 
delinquent and answers given by him. The findings of the 
enquiry officer is corroborated by Ex.M.3 proceedings. 
The findings was issued to the petitioner’under Ex.M.5 
and the same was acknowledged by the petitioner which is 
evident from the same document. Based on the findings of 
the enquiry officer only he was removed from service by 
order dated 28-4-1984 under Ex.M.6. 

(10) The petitioner has stated in the claim petition 
and in the evidence that he was not aware of the proceed ings 
and the termination of service, Ex.M.7 representation given 
by the petitioner to the A.C.M.E./Shell, I.C.F. Madras will 
disclose that he was aware of the termination. In Ex.M.7 
the petitioner has specifically pleaded that due to his 
mother’s illness and compelling circumstances he was 
forced to absent himself and realised the gravity of his 
absence. This admission of petitioner under Ex.M.7 would 
establish that he was aware of the termination and the 
reason for absence was due to his mother's illness. But, if 
really his mother was ill or he was suffering from 
occupational disease, the petitioner could have made 
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request to the authorities Concerned by applying leave for 
which he is entitled to. But the petitioner has not taken 
steps and remained silent till domestic enquiry initiated 
against the petitioner for his unauthorised absence. The 
request made by the petitioner was turned down by the 
Addl. Chief Mechanical Engineer by order dated 15-9-84 
and modified the penalty imposed on the petitioner. The 
petitioner also made representation under Ex.M.9 dated 
30-10-84 to the Chief Mechanical Engineer, I.C.F. to reinstate 
him in service and this request of the petitioner was also 
negatived by the authority by letter dated 7-12-84 under 
Ex.M. 10. The termination order and the appeal made by the 
petitioner to the authorities concerned were negatived is 
evident from EX. M.8 and Ex.M. 10. These documents filed 
by the respondent makes it cristal clear that the petitioner 
was active participant in the domestic enquiry and he was 
aware of the proceedings amd only after knowing the gravity 
of the development, he had made appeal to the authorities 
concerned for reinstatement But strangely the petitioner 
has stated in the claim statement and jn the evidence that 
he was not aware of the proceedings coniducted against 
him which is contra to the materials placed on record. 

(11) The charge memo issued to the petitioner under 
Ex.M.I itselfmakes it clear that the petitioner was instructed 
to avail service of the assistance during the enquiry. But 
this opportunity was not availed by the petitioner. As 
already referred above, the appeal, revision and mercy 
petition received by the respondent have been properly 
repliqd by the authorities and as a Government servant, 
the petitioner was not supposed to leave the headquarters 
without the knowledge of the employer. It is the prolonged 
absence which paved way for removal of service of the 
petitioner that too after due enquiry. The petitioner was 
absent for a period of 493'/j days for which enquiry was 
conducted and proved, it is also the contention of the 
respondent that the previous record of the petitioner was 
also shows that he was a chronic absentee right from his 
appointment and he was absent for more than 12 occasions 
which was specifically mentioned in the counter filed by 
the respondent. These facts were not denied by the 
petitioner. It is also pertinent to note that the petitioner 
was removed from service in April 1984 and he has 
exhausted his remedies before the department by Way of 
appeal and revision till the end of 1984. But thereafter the 
petitioner kept silent for more than 13 years. The present 
Industrial dispute was raised after 13 years from the removal 
of service of the petitioner. The petitioner has not stated 
any convincing or acceptable reasons for raising dispute 
after 13 years from removal of service. 

(12) The petitioner has not specifically alleged that 
the enquiry conducted against hitn was not fair and proper. 
He only made allegation that he was not aware of the 
proceedings and not actively participated in the 
proceedings. As already referred above Ex.M.3 enquiry 
proceedings and the representations made by the petitioner 


under Ex.M. 8 and Ex.M.IO would show that the petitioner 
was aware of theremoval of service and he had participated 
in the enquiry proceedings conducted against him. 
Petitioner who was employed under the respondent which 
is a public organisation engaged in production unit it would 
be difficult for the administration to have person like 
petitioner to continue in employment who is chronic 
absentee. Based on the findings of the enquiry officer, the 
management has terminated the service for his proven 
misconduct and it is justified by order of dismissal and no 
interference is required by this Court. In view of the 
discussion referred above, the petitioner is chronic 
absentee who stayed away from duty and the removal of 
service of the petitioner is justified and these points are 
answered accordingly. 

(13) Points No. 3 : Jn view of point No.J & 2 are 
decided in favour of respondent and against the petitioner, 
the petitioner is not entitled for reinstatement with 
continuity of service, full back wages and all other attendant 
benefits and this point is answered accordingly. 

(14) In the result, an award is passed in dismissing 
the Industrial Dispute. No costs. 

Dated at Chennai, this the 15th day of March, 2006. 

THIRU R MUN1RATHINAM, Presiding Officer 
List of witnesses examined 
For the workman: For the management 


W.W.I/ThiruR. Krishnan M.W.I/Thiru V. Swamynathan 
List of exhibits marked 
For the workman : Nil. 

For the management: 

Ex. M. 1/12-12-83 : Copy of charge sheet issued to the 
petitioner. 

Copy of order issued to the petitioner. 

Copy of enquiry proceedings. 

Copy of enquiry findings. 

Copy of acknowledgement for 
receiving Ex. M.4. 

Copy of dismissal order. 

Copy of mercy petition submitted by 


Ex. M.2/6/7-2-84 
Ex.M.3/20-2-84 
Ex. M.4/27-2-84 
Ex- M.5/26-4-84 

Ex.M.6/ 

Ex. M.7/18-7-84 


the petitioner. 

Ex. M.8/15-9-84 : Copy of appeal dismissal order. 

Ex.M.9/30-10-84 : Copy of mercy petition submitted fry 
the petitioner. 

Ex. M. 10/17-12-84: Copy of order in respect of petition. 
Ex. M. 11 : Copy of acknowledgement. 

Ex.M.I2 -do- 
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New Delhi, the 26th July, 2006 

S.O. 3414.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 15/1996) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No. 1, Mumbai now as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Bank of America and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 

26-7-2006. 

[No. L-12012/127/1995-lR (B-l)] 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALNO.l MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

JUSTICE GH ANSHYAM DASS, PRESIDING OFFICER 
REFERENCE NO. CGIT-15 OF 19% 

PARTI ES: Employers in relation to the management 

of Bank of America 
* 

And 

Their workmen. 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Management : Mr. Chetan Desai, 

Vice-President 

For the Workman : Mr. Krishnan,Gen. 

Secretary 

State Maharashtra 

Mumbai dated the 6th day of July, 2006 
AWARD 

This is a reference made by the Central Government 
in exercise of its powers under clause (d) of sub section 1 
and sub section 2 A of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act 1947 (the Act for short). Vide Government of India, 
M inistry of Labour, New Delhi Order No. L-12012/127/95- 
IR(B-I) dt. 10-6-1996 The terms of reference given in the 
schedule are as follows: 

“Whether the action of the management of Bank of 
America in terminating the services of Shri. Bapu 
Shidu Shinde is legal and justified? If not, to what 
relief the workman is entitled to?” 


2. Mr. Bapu Shidu Shinde (hereinafter referred to as 
Mr.Shinde) filed the Statement of claim dt. 20-8-1996 and 
subsequently dt 03-10-1996 as a reply to the written 
statement filed by the Bank of America. It is alleged that he 
was the workman of Bank of America since 26-12-1987 and 
that he was illegally terminated with effect from 20-2-1992 
without any notice and without following the procedure 
prescribed in the Industrial Dispute Act 1947 (hereinafter 
referred to as the Act). Para 5 of the Statement of Claim 
dt. 20-8-1996 reads as follows: 

“The workman says and submits that it has been 
observed by him and therefore surprised to learn 
that there is not a single sub-staff, while taking into 
account total staff strength of the Bank as on Pay- 
Roll today. Without any specified, justified and 
satisfactory reason the Bank has deliberately 
introduced Contract Labour System under various 
Heads such as courier agencies, Cleaning etc. 
affecting directly to only livelihood of sub-staff like 
workman, although sub-staff was in fact performing 
various duties assigned to him, satisfactorily earlier 
to the introduction of “contract system”. 

3. Mr.Shinde has alleged that he was working as a 
Peon and was assigned various duties which were normally 
given to category of Peon. He worked continuously without 
any break up till the date of the termination. He was 
assigned various jdbs and duties by the Department Heads, 
Executives, Officers and Sub-Executives, Managers, Asstt. 
Managers etc. of the Bank and was working under their 
control and supervision and also as per their direction/ 
instructions, as and when given to him during working 
hours and was even asked to work very late and was asked 
to carry out duties at very odd hours for which he was paid 
extra wages. He was considered as a sincere, honest, loyal, 
duty conscious that he was assigned duties and 
responsibilities as a permanent staff and was asked or called 
on many times to work on odd hours, Sundays, Public 
holidays at the Bank as well as at residence of Vice- 
President, and other Senior Executives for attending their 
personal/official/semi official work which he was 
performing to the best of satisfaction of the said superiors. 
He was paid on Bank vouchers through which other 
permanent staff were also paid by the Bank. He was issued 
uniforms by the Bank which were normally and only given 
to staff workers on permanent basis. He was issued Identity 
Card by the Bank showing therein his photograph, I.D. 
Card No. 11871 dt.26-2-1991. Considering his honesty and 
loyalty the Bank issued letter of Authority dt. 26-12-1987 
addressed to Reserve Bank of India authorizing him to 
collect cheques on their behalf certifying his signature there 
in, in order to enable him to get Identity Card from National 
Clearance Cell, Mumbai. 

4. The contention of the Bank of America (hereinafter 
referred to as the Bank) is that Mr. Shinde had never been 
an employee of the Bank. In fact, he was never employed 
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by the Bank. It appears that the Bank had given a contract 
to M/s.Kalappa Cleaning Contractors who had employed 
Mr.Shinde along with sixteen others and that his services 
along with sixteen others were terminated by‘the said 
Contractor since the contract came to an end sometimes in 
February 2002. The dispute had been raised at that time 
vide notice dt, 14-2-1992 by Bombay Gumastha Union 
through its General Secretary alleging illegal stoppage from 
work. Thereafter, the dispute was raised by Mr.Shinde 
independently through Maharashtra State Bank Employees 
Federation, Dady Seth House, Mumbai, which is not 
competent to raise dispute. It is contended that there is no 
relationship of employee and employer and hence the 
reference is not maintainable. 

5. Mr. Shinde has filed his own affidavit in lieu of 
examination in chief in support of his claim of alleged 
employment by the Bank and illegal termination thereof. 
He has been cross-examined by the Counsel for the Bank. 
He has also filed certain documents which would be 
discussed later on. The Bank has examined Mr. Chetan 
Desai in lieu of examination m chief in support of its claim 
and he has been cross-examined by the representative of 
Mr. Shinde. The Bank has examined Mr. Kalappa Kanchan 
and filed certain documents as required by Mr. Shinde and 
also the copies of the correspondences filed before die 
Conciliation Officer. 

6.1 have heard the parties and have also perused the 
written submissions made by them. I have gone through 
the record. 

7. The only point for consideration at the very outset 
is as to whether Mr. Shinde has proved himself to be the 
workman of the Bank or he was employed by the Contractor. 

8. The grievances put forth by the Bank, that the 
claim of Shri. Shinde cannot be espoused by Maharashtra 
State Bank Employees Federation does not appear to have 
any force. The Federation is authorized to espouse the 
claim under Section 36(k) of the Act. Even if, for the sake 
of argument it may be presumed that this Federation is not 
competent to espouse the claim, it makes no difference 
since it is not going to affect the merits of the case as 
Mr.Shinde has appeared in person and has contested the 
matter in person. He is being defended by the General 
Secretary of the Federation and that right cannot be denied. 

9. In the case of Workman of Nilgiri Co-opeative 
Marketing Society Ltd. and State of Tamil Nadu 2004(2) 
LLN 68 the Honourable Supreme Court held that:— 

“Determination of the vexed questions as to whether 
a contract is a contract of service or contract for 
service and whether the concerned employees are 
employees of the contractors has never been an easy 
task. No decision of the Supreme Court has laid down 
any hard and fast rule nor it is possible to do so. The 
question in each case has to be answered having 
regard to the facts involved therein. No single test 


be it control test, be it organization or any other test— 
has been held to be the determinative factor for 
determining the jural relationship of employer and 
employee. 

In order to determine employer-employee 
relationship, the control test and the organization 
test are not the only factors which can be said to be 
decisive and with a view to elicit the answer, the 
Court is required to consider several factors which 
would have a bearing on the result: 

(a) who is appointing authority; 

(b) who is the pay master; 

(c) who can dismiss: 

(d) how long alternative service lasts; 

(e) the extent of control and supervision; 

(0 the nature ofthe job; 

(g) nature of establishment; and 

(h) the right to reject. 

It is a well settled principle of law that where a person 
sets up a plea of existence of relationsh ip of employer 
and employee, the burden of proof would lie upon 
him. 

The question whether the relationship between the 
parties is one of the employer and employee is a pure 
question of fact and ordinarily the High Court while 
exercising its power of judicial review shall not, 
interfere, therewith unless the finding is manifestly 
Or obviously erroneous or perverse. 

10. la view of the law quoted above, the primary 
burden lies upon Mr. Shinde to prove the existence of 
relationship of Employer and Employee. Now it ,is to be 
seen as to how Mr. Shinde has discharged this burden. On 
a perusal of the record, 1 find no evidence worth the name 
to infer for a moment that Mr. Shmde had been employed 
by the Bank at any point of time. Admittedly, no letter of 
appointment was ever issued nor anything is available on 
record to show any instructipns/djreptions/supervision by 
the Bank to Mr.Shinde during the course of his employment. 
Nothing is available on record to show that Mr. Shinde 
“was paid the wagers directly by the bank. Nothing is 
available, on record to show that the work of Mr. Shinde 
was ever supervised or that,he was granted leave or that 
he was given any special benefits by the Bank. It was 
alleged that Mr. Shinde was issued uniform by the Bank 
but documentary proof thereof is not available on record. 
Ndreliable evidence is available on record that Mr.Shinde 
was paid the wages on vouchers. The copy of the Savings 
pass book is filed on record but on the perusal of the pass 
book it cannot be gathered that wages were directly credited 
to his Account by the Bank. This pass book is maintained 
since 1984 i.e. much before the alleged appointment in 
December 1987. There is a variance in the monthly deposit 
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and that goes unexplained. Much reliance is being placed 
by Mr.Shinde on the Identity Card issued by National 
Clearing Cell for Bank of America for collecting the payment 
of cheques. Reliance is also placed on the letters of 
correspondences which took place in between Assista*-: 
Labour Commissioner concerned and the National Clear i"g 
Cell and also the Bank of America. The National Clearing 
Cell in informed the Asstt .Labour Commissioner tha* the 
ID card was issued by it and Mr.Shinde collected cheques 
for Bank of America during November, December 1988. 
The Entry card was also issued in this respect to Mr.Shinde. 
I feel the evidence of Identity card and a entry card is not 
by itself sufficient proof of the employment by the Bank. It 
only goes to show that Mr.Shinde was authorized for some 
period to collect the payments of Cheques on behalf of the 
Bank of America in Nov, Dec’ 1988. 

11. Besides the above, Mr.Shinde admitted in his 
cross examination that he was working with Kalappa 
Cleaning Contractor along with serval other person. He 
also disclosed certain names of his co-workers. He also 
stated that it is correct to say that when I was working with 
Contractor I was getting much less amount by way of wages 
than the Peons who were working with the Bank of America. 
The averments made by him in para 5 of Statement of Claim 
(quoted above) implies that he was also a contract worker. 

12. The dispute was raised at the initial stage by 
Bombay Gumastha Union vide notice dt. 14-2-1992 wherein 
the termination was alleged to have been made with effect 
from 07-2-1992. The date of termination as 07-2-1992 is in 
contradiction of the date of termination which is alleged to 
be 20-2-1992. The notice issued by Bombay Gumastha Union 
was issued to Bank of America as well as M/s. Kalappa 
Cleaning Contractors.. It clearly goes to show that the 
employment was made by the Contractor and termination 
was made by the Contractor. This dispute was in respect of 
17 workers. Now the dispute is raised only by Mr.Shinde 
and by none else. The dispute is how raised by the 
Maharashtra State Bank Employees Federation. It is the 
admitted position that Mr.Shinde had never been a member 
of this Federation and never paid any membership fee. 

13. It is file contended on behalf of Mr.Shinde that 
the Bank did not file the copy of the contract alleged to 
have been there in between the Bank and the Contractor 
and hence it may be gathered that the plea of the Bank is 
false. I feel that this submission sufficient to lead the 
conclusion that there was no contract in between the Bank 
and the Contractor since now clear that Mr. Shinde worked 
with the C’ontractor. There is nothing on record to show as 
to when Mr.Shinde was appointed by the Bank 
independently from the Contractor There is n> ihing on 
record to show that Mr.Shinde was terminated by the Bank 
and not by the Contractor. It may also be mentioned that 
Mr. Kalappa Kanchan appeared in person and stated on 
oath that he was running a business in the name of Kalappa 
Cleaning Contractors. He also stated that there was a 
contract with the Bank for the work of cleaning tables, 
carpets, house keeping etc. Mr.Shinde was working under 


him as a part-time sweeper. He worked for about six hours 
and he used to get Rs. 450/- p.m. He was cross examined by 
Mr. Nair on behalf of Mr.Shinde wherein he stated that his 
Company was registered under the Municipal Act. He was 
unable to produce the copy of the Agreement with the 
Bank. He identified Mr.Shinde who was present in the Court 
and stated that he was working under him. It shows that 
Mr. Kalappa Kanchan remembers the face of Mr.Shinde. 

14. Considering the entire evidence available on 
record and keeping in mind the legal position, 1 conclude 
that the evidence available on record is wholly insufficient 
to conclude that Mr.Shinde was a workman of the Bank. 
Mr.Shinde worked or about five years for the Bank through 
Contractor. He was never paid the wages by the Bank nor 
his services were supervised by the Bank. Merely, because 
he was issued identity card or Entry card, he could not be 
said to be the employee of the Bank under the law. It is not 
a case where Mr.Shinde who worked for more than 240 
days in a year would become automatically the workman of 
the Bank. Hence >t is concluded that the relationship of 
employer and employee is not there and that being so, 
reference is not.intainable. 

15. The evidence in respect of other points raised in 
this reference loses .its value since Mr.Shinde is not found 
to be the workman of the Bank. Had he been found the 
workman oft he Bank he could not be dismissed from service 
in the manner as done in the instant case, since he is being 
dismissed without any notice and without following 
procedure prescribed under the Industrial Dispute Act. 

16. In view of the above, I conclude that Mr. Shinde 
is not entitled to any relief. The reference is dismissed. 

Justice GHANSH YAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
27 i, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 27th July, 2006 

S.O. 3415.—In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.! 1/1994 
) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Asansol as shown in the annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between tile employers in relation to the 
management of ECL of and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 27-07-2006. 

[No. L-22012/7/1994-1R (C-11)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BETOftE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSrnUAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL 
PRESENT: Sri Md. Sarferaz Khan, 

Presiding Officer. 

REFERENCENO.il OF 19V*. „ 

PARTIES: The Agent, Parhelia Colliery of Mis. ECL, 
Nituria, Purulia 

Vrs. 

Shri Paresh Ball, Ex. Tyndal ofBhamuria Unit, Parhelia 
Colliery, Nituria, Purulia. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

For the management Sri P. Banerjee, 

Advocate 

For the union (Workman) : Sri A. K. Ghatak, 

Advocate. 

INDUSTRY : COAL STATE : WEST BENGAL. 

Dated the 22-06-2006. 

AWARD 

' In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section I) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No.L-22012/ 
7/94 - IR(C-11) dated 28-04-1994 has been pleased to refer 
the dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Bhamuria 
Unit of Parhelia Colliery in terminating the services 
of Shri Paresh Ball, with immediate effect without 
issuing charge sheet, holding domestic enquiry is 
legal and justified? If not, to what relief is the 
concerned workman entitled to ?” 

After having received the Order No. L-22012/7/94 - 
I R(C11) dated 28-04-1994 of the said reference from the Govt, 
of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for adjudication of 
the dispute, a reference case NO. 11 of 1994 was registered 
on 09-04-94 and accordingly an order was passed to issue 
notices to the respective parties through the registered post 
directing them to appear and file their written statements 
along with the documents and list of witnesses in support of 
their cases. Pursuant to the said order notices were issued 
to the parties concerned through the registered post. 

On perusal of the record it transpires that Shri 
A. K. Ghatak, Advocate, for the workman and Shri P. 
Banerjee, Advocate for the management appeared and filed 
their written statements in support of their claims. The 
record further directs that both parties had filed some 
documents and affidavits of the witnesses in support of 
their.claims. 

From perusal of the record it is clear that on 
24:08-2004 ijoth parties present and they had prayed for 
time for argument and accordingly their prayer was allowed 
but subsequently on several dates the workman was 
himself was present but his lawyer was not present and 
accordingly adjournments were granted on this ground 
and finally the 08-06-05 was fixed for appearance Of the 
parties along with their lawyer for argument but nobody 
turned up on 8-6<-G5 to represent the workman. There after 


several dates were fixed for their appearance but nobody 
turned up continuously six dates to represent the workmari. 
These all facts go to show that the union or the workman 
has got no interest to proceed with the case further. In 
such circumstance it is not advisable to keep the record 
pending any more. As such it is hereby 
ORDERED 

That let a “No Dispute Award" be and the same is 
passed. Send the copies of the award to the Ministry of 
Labour, Govt, of India, New Delhi for information and 
needful. The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

Md. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 

3$ 27 2006 

3T31T. 3416. —3lfafWT, 1947 (1947 
33 ]4) 3ft KIRI 17 ^ 3Tff^R Tr T ft', 73TSI 

^ wrTt ^ ftsns ftfftfaraft* 333T 3>*Nf»Tft ^ ftfa, 
ft' afhatfror ft wm 

ftflci (ft^ft ftteqi 141/2002) 3ft ychtRfid 
3?Tcft ft, ft) W&R 3ft 27-07-2006 3ft 1T3TT *Tf I 

[ft. ^5ff-22012/338/2001 -3*1$ 3TTftftt-!l)] 
3T3T3 3p7R ftfe, STfeftt 
New Delhi, the 27th July, 2006 

S.G. 3416.—In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 141/ 
2002 ) of the Centra! Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the anhexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Food 
Corporation of India of and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 27-07-2006. 

[No. L-22012/338/200MR (C-lI)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Office 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THECENTRALCOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL. TRIBUNAL, NAGPUR 
PRESENT: SHRI A.N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
Case No. CG1T/NGP/141/2002 Date: 29,06.2006. 

the District Manager, Food Corporation of India. 

Versus 

The Secretary, F.C.l.’s Employees Association 

AWARD 

Central Government satisfying about the existence 
of dispute between party,No I Food Corporation of India 
and its employee party No. 2. Represented by FCI 
employees association, referred the dispute for adjudication 
to this Tribunal under Section 10 of Industrial Disputes 
Act calling to submit the Award to it. Along with the dispute 
the following schedule is attached “Whether the action of 
the management of Food Corporation of India through its 
Distt. Manager, Nagpur in not reimbursing the 4% of 
mortgage amount towards the advances sanctioned of the 
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purchase of two wheelers as per sanction order dated 
28-04-99 is legal and justified? If not to what relief they are 
entitled to?” 

The reference came before the Tribunal for hearing 
on 28.06.06 and the Tribunal after hearing both the parties 
decided it. It seems that the workman had claimed 4% of 
mortgage amount towards advance sanctioned for the 
purchase of two wheelers. The management has made the 
reimbursement to the worker as per his claim and thus settled 
the dispute. Both the parties have submitted a joint pursis 
informing that they have settled the matter and no dispute 
award be passed. It seems that consequent upon the 
settlement there remain no dispute. Hence the Tribunal 
allows their settlement and passed no dispute award. 

Transmit. 

SHRI A. N. YADAV, Presi^ .icer 

Schedule 

Witness for petitioner— Nil 
Witness for respondent—Nil 
Exhibits for petitioner— Nil 
Exhibits for respondent— Nil 

31 2006 

^T.3TT. 3417.—fttellPbb SlfftfWT, 1947 (1947 

c*t 14) ^ ttrn 17 ^ spprcsrft, mm ftt. ftt. 
ftt. ft? ft? fftftfaraft ft* ftfa, 

ft ftfrjlffteh' 'ft* atflfttftrer 

3rf%4< ,j i/ft. II, ftsbus ft - (ft^ft fttWI 

1070/2005) 3PSTfft<T ^ t, ftt WJFt ^ 

31 -07-2006 TJT<T «III 

[ft. Rct-42012/72/1989 -3TT$3TR(ftt ] 

Tgfts ffts, aifosift 

New Delhi, the 31 st July, 2006 

S.O. 3417.—In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.1070/ 
2005 ) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
1 ,abour Court, No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of B. B. M. B. and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 31-07-2006. 

[No. L-42012/72/1989-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI KULDIP SINGH 

CASE NO. i.D. No. 1070/2k5 

Registered on 20-09-2005 

Date of Decision 19th July, 2006. 

PRAKASH CHAND C/o C-69, BMS-INDUSTRIAL 
AREA, MOHALI (ROPAR) 

PETITIONER 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


Versus 

THE CHIEF ENGINEER, BHAKHRA BEAS POWER 
HOUSE DIVISION, 

BHAKRA BEAS MANAGEMENT BOARD, 
NAN GAL TOWNSHIP, ROPAR. 

RESPONDENT 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman Mr. Dhiman. 

F or the Management: Mr. C. Lal, Advocate. 

AWARD 

The Government of India vide notification 
No.L42012/72/89 dated 15th Jan., 1998 referred the following 
matter for the consideration of this Tribunal. In this 
reference an amendment was made by the appropriate 
Government vide their No.L-42012/72/89-1R(DU) dated 
23rd July, 2002 and the date of termination of services of 
the workman was corrected to be 1 st May, 1985 instead of 
1st Aug., 1985, shown in the notification dated 15th Jan., 
1998. 

“Whether the demand of Shri Prakash Chand, 
Ex-T. Mate, who was terminated from service w.e.f 
1 -5=-1985, for reinstatement by the Management of 
BBMB, is justified? If yes, to what relief he is entitled 
to and from what date?” 

The notice of the reference was given to the .parties 
to appear through their representatives. The workman filed 
the Claim Petition dated 25th May, 1990 to which the 
Management filed the Written Statement on 24th April, 
1991. The workman filed the re-application and the parties 
their affidavits on different dates. The workman also came 
in the witness box and proved his affidavit whereas the 
Management examined Sh. C.L Khungar, Assistant Director 
as their witness. 

The claim of the workman is that he had joined service 
with the management as T-Mate on 2nd July, 1965, at a 
salary of Rs.70/- per month and his services were terminated 
w.e.f 31st Aug., 1968. However, he remained in touch with 
the Management and he was re-employed on 9th Jan., 1965. 
He served them upto 30th April, 1995. The Management 
again terminated the services of the workman vide their 
notice dated 16th April 1985, after giving him 10 days notice. 
It is the case of the workman that he was neither given any 
notice nor any charge sheet before the termination of his 
services. They also did not hold any inquiry before 
terminating his services and also did not pay any 
compensation. The Management further violated the law 
while retaining the juniors of the workman in service, who 
are still in service and have been regularized. It is also his 
case that the work for which he was recruited in the year 
1965, is of permanent nature and is still going on. The 
Management by their conduct has deliberately terminated 
the services of the workman, therefore, he is entitled for 
reinstatement in the original post with the benefit of 
continuity of service and back wages. 

The management has opposed the claim of the 
workman. According to them the reference is itself is bad 
in law as there existed no Industrial Dispute between the 
parties. On merits, the Management admitted that the 
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petitioner had worked as a work charged from 2nd July, 

1965 to 31st Aug., 1968, under the control of Punjab*State 
Electricity Board; and that he was re-engaged for a 
temporary work on 11th Jan., 1985 and was discharged on 
30th April, 1985, on the completion of work which was 
temporary in nature. Since the workman had been 
discharged in accordance with the terms and condition of 
his service, therefore, there was no occasion to hold an 
inquiry against him or to issue notice or charge sheet or 
pay compensation, as it was not required under rules. Since 
the workman was employed for specific works his services 
were disengaged on the completion of the said work. They 
denied that the juniors of the workman were retained and 
his services were terminated. They have contested that 
there was only small break in his service and stated that it 
was a break of 17 years, which was made a condition in his 
appointment letter and the workman had accepted it. Now 
he cannot challenge that condition. 

The workman in his re-application did not raise any 
substantial matter and reiterated the facts stated in the 
Claim Petition. He, however, pleaded that the termination , 
of his services, just after three and half months on 30th 
Apri 1, 1985, was an unfair labour practice, practiced by the 
Management. He also claimed that his re-employment 
should not be taken as fresh appointment, but a continuous 
one. Even otherwise the workman remained available for 
appointment. 

I have gone through the file and have also considered 
the arguments of the Counsel of the parties. 

The issue before this Court is to find out whether the 
workman is entitled for reinstatement w.e.f. 1st May, 1985, 
on which day his services, were terminated by the 
Management, if so, to what relief he is entitled to? 

The facts which are not disputed by the parties are 
that the workman served the Management from 2nd July, 
1965 to 31st August, 1968 as T. Mate and he was re- 
employed on 9th jan., 1985 but his services were terminated 
on 30th April 1985 without any notice, inquiry, 
compensation or charge sheet. It is this termination which 
the workman has challenged as in violation of provisions 
of Sec.25 of the Industrial Disputes Act. Section 25-F of 
the Act relied upon by the workiqan reads as under :— 

Section 25-F. Conditions precedent to retrenchment 
of workmen:- No workman employed inany industry who 
'has been in continuous service for not less than, one year 
under an employer shall be retrenched by that employer 
until:— 

(a) the workman has been given on month’s notice in 
writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment 
and the period of notice has expired, or the 
workman has been paid in lieu of such notice, 
wages for the period of the notice: 

(b) the workman has been paid, at the time of 
retrenchment, compensation which shall be 
equivalent to fifteen days' average pay (for every 
completed year of continuous service) or any part 
thereof in excess of six months; and 

(c) notice in the prescribed manner is served on the 
appropriate Government ( or such authority as 


may be specified by the appropriate Government 
by notification in the Official Gazette). 

A bare perusal of this Section shows that the sina 
quo non few the workman to get the relief under the section 
is his having put in at least 240 days service in the year 
preceedings the date of his alleged tertfiination. No 
workman who does not fulfillthis requirement can get relief 
under this Section. In thiscase it is the admitted case of the 
parties that the workman has put in his service of 112 days 
to the Management on the day his services were terminatod. 
The law is well settled that Industrial workers who do not 
complete 240 days service have no Industrial right under 
the ACT and cannot, therefore, and of the Machinery 
provided under the ACT for the settlement of their disputes. 
The policy of the Act draws distinction between those 
with service of 240 days and more and others with less. It 
was not necessary for the Management in the present case 
to comply with the provisions of Sec. 25-F before dispensing 
with the services of the workman as he admitted to have 
rendered less than 240 days of service. Thus, the workman 
has failed to show that he is entitled to the relief of 
reinstatement by the Management as his termination from 
service on 1st May, 1985 was bad in law. Since the workman 
did not put in the service of 240 days, therefore, he is not 
entitled to the protection of Sec. 25-F of the ACT. 

It is also urged on behalf of the workman that the 
Management further, violated the provisions of the ACT 
by retaining his juniors and terminating his services. This 
may be so but since*thje dispute regarding claim under 
Sec. 25 (G) of the Act has not beeh referred to this Tribunal, 
therefore, it cannot be adjudicated upon. It is well settled 
that the Labour Courts and Tribunals under the ACT are 
not Courts of plenary jurisdiction and the limits of their 
jurisdiction are circumscribed by the provisions of Sub- 
Sec. 4 of See. 10 of the ACT, according to which the Labour 
Court has to confined its jurisdiction to the points of 
disputes specifically referred to it under Section-10 Sub- 
Sec. 1 of the Act. What is referred in this case is a dispute 
relating to the termination of services-of the workman and 
not the dispute which he has raised through his Claim 
Petition. The Claim under Sec. 25-G of the Act is based 
upon different cause of action and can be gone into by the 
Labour Tribunal only if a reference is made in this regard 
and not otherwise. It cannot be described as a matter 
incidental to the dispute relating to the termination. In this 
regard 1 am supported by the judgment of Punjab & Haryana 
High Court in the case of Kamal Central Cooperative Bank 
Ltd. Kamal V/s Presiding Officer and others, reported as 
Punjab Law reports volume C V1 (1994-1)310. 

After considering the pleadings of the parties, their 
evidence and the submissions made by them 1 am of the 
opinion that the workman is not entitled to any relief. His 
demand for reinstatement in service with the BBMB 
w.e.f 1st May, 1985 is not justified, therefore, he is not 
entitled to any relief. The reference is answered in these 
terms. Let a copy of this award be sent to the appropriate 
Government, for necessary action and file be cqnsigned to 
records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 31st July, 2006 

S.O. 3418.— In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.29/2004 
) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunals um-Labour 
Court, No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of CSD Canteen and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 31-07-2006. 

[No. L-14012/55/2003-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIALTREBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-H 
CHANDIGARH 

PRESIDING OFFICER- SHRIKU LDIP SINGH 

CASE NO.I D.No.29/2K4 

Registered on 23-7-2004 
Date of Decision 13-3-2006 

Smt. PROMILA W/O LATE SHRI SUNIL KUMAR 
R/O BAHU AKBARPUR, 

TEHSIL & DISTT. ROHTAK 

—Petitioner 

Versus 

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE, D-MOVE, SENABHAWAN, 
NEW DELHI, PIN CODE^-110001 

-Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman Mr. ASHWAN1BAKSHI* 

For the Management Mr. ARUN WALLA, Advocate 
AWARD 

The Govt, of India vide their notification No.L-140 
12/55/2003-IR(DU) dated 6th July, 2004 referred the 
following matter for the consideration of this Tribunal. 

"Whether the action of the Management of CSD 
Canteen Rohtak in terminating the services of 


Smt. Promila w/o Sh. Sunil Kumar, Sales Woman w.e.f. 

1-7-2002 is just & Legal? If not, to what relief the 

workman is-entitled to?" 

On a notice from this Court the parties appeared and 
the workman tiled Claim Petition on 24th Sep., 2004, 
Management filed the Written Statement on 9th Feb. 2005. 

The parties filed the affidavits of persons they 
desired to produce as their witnesses. The workman 
amended her Claim Petition with the permission of the Court. 
The Management did not file fresh written statement and 
it was stated by them that they have already filed the Written 
statement to what. The workman has now added in the 
Claim Petition. The workman appeared a witness whereas 
the management produced Shri J. S. Suhag, the Accountant 
of the canteen as a witness for the Management. 

I have gone through the file and have also considered 
the arguments of Counsel of the parties. 

Supporting the reference, made by the appropriate 
govt, the workman filed the Claim Petition and submitted 
that her husband, late Shri Sunil Balhare was appointed as 
Salesman, CMC, CSB, Canteen, Rohtak w.e.f. 1st July, 1994, 
who died in a road accident on 2nd March 1998. He served 
the Management till 1st March, 1998; that the Management 
offered the workman the job of Saieswoman-cum-Cashier 
vide their letter No.370/Est./Canteen dated 30th March 
1998; that the Management made the appointment only for 
a year and without considering the liability of minor children 
of her deceased husband, the Management illegally 
restricted the appointment for one year although the job 
given to the workman was of permanent nature; that the 
workman served the Management upto 30th, June 2002. 
The Management issued the sanctions of appointment from 
time to time, after obtaining applications from the workman. 
The Management, by adopting this course, always tried to 
show that the appointment of the workman was contractual. 
Suddenly the Management terminated the services of the 
workman on 1st July, 2002 without assigning any reason 
and in violation of provisions of Industrial Dispute Act 
1947, hereinafter to be referred as “Act”. The Management, 
however, did not issue a written order. They also violated 
the provisions of Sec.2, (2a) 25-F,G,T & U of the Act.. They 
also violated the terms and condition of service of URC 
Employees issued vide letter of Quarter Master General 
Branch under No.96029/Q/DDGCS dated 14th Sep,, 2001; 
that the workman had continuously served the 
Management from 1st April, 1998 to 30th June, 2002 and 
was drawing Rs.3400/- per month as salary at the time of 
termination of her services. Claiming that she is without 
job since the day of termination of her services, it is further 
stated by her that the Management retained Miss Dilbag 
Singh, Rajinder Singh Ahrawat and Umesh Chand Dangi, 
although they were juniors to her in service. She has prayed 
for deciding the reference in favour of the workman, grant 
relief of re-instatement with continuity of service and full 
back wages. 
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The Claim of the workman has been opposed by the 
Management. They have taken the preliminary objections 
to the maintainability of reference. It is their claim that since 
the Management is not an Industry, therefore, the reference 
is not maintainable; that the workman was engaged on 
contract which was not renewed after 1st July, 2002, 
therefore, her d isengagement did not fell in the category of 
retrenchment. They have also claimed that since the 
performance of the workman was not upto the mark, 
therefore, her contract was not extended. 

On merit, it is claimed by them that the engagement 
of the husband of workman was also on the same terms 
and conditions, on which the workman was engaged; that 
the workman was engaged purely on contract basis. She 
was to be on trial, initially for three months which period 
was extended further for three months. According to the 
Management, the workman lacked the basic qualities of 
politeness, generosity and kindness as Saleswoman and 
was warned to improve her conduct. Without admitting 
that the service contract of the workman was not extended 
after 1 st July 2002, it is stated by the Management that the 
non-extension of contract from 1st July, 2002 could not 
mean as retrenchment. Denying the contents of other paras 
of the Claim Petition, it is stated by the Management that 
no civilian was appointedafter the non-extension of service 
contract in favour of the workman. They have prayed for 
answering the reference against the workman and in favour 
of the Management 

The facts wh ich can be stated to be admitted facts in 
the pleadings of the parties are that on the death ofhusband 
of the workman which took place on 2nd March, in a road 
accident, she was appointed a Sales Woman on 30th 
March, 1998. There is no denying of the fact that the 
workman was initially recruited for one year but she 
continued serving, in that capacity without a break upto 
30th June, 2002. The Management has further admitted 
that the engagement of the workman was solely on 
compassionate grounds. Without admitting that the 
workman served upto 1st July 2002, it is stated by the 
Management that the contract of service of the workman 
was not extended beyond 1st July, 2002. According to 
them the ending of contract period could not be styied as 
retrenchment. They have placed on record the photo-copies 
of the applications claimed to be made by the workman 
from time to time for extension of contract of service. The 
case of the Management is that the workman was engaged 
purely on contract basis, on compassionate grounds on die 
death of her husband & that the contract of service was not 
renewed after 1st July, 2002. Therefore, the workman was 
not retrenched by the Management, rather she automatically 
got disengaged on the expiry of the period of contract of 
service. The Management has taken the support of Sec. 
2(ooXbb) of the ACT which reads as under: 

“Retrenchment” means the termination by the 

employer of the service of a workman for any reason 


whatsoever, otherwise than as a punishment inflicted 
by way of disciplinary action but does not. include 
termination of the services of the workman as a result 
of the non-renewal of the contract of employment 
between the employer & the workman concerned on 
its expiry or of such contract being terminated under 
a stipulation in that behalf contained therein”. 

The issue of disengagement of workman due to non¬ 
renewal of contract fell for the consideration of the 
Allahabad High Court in the case of Shailendra Nath Shukla 
V /s Vice Chancellor Allahabad University reported as 1987 
Lab 1C 1607(AIIXDB) Their lordship observed that sub-cl. 
(bb) is in the nature of an exception to Sec. 2(oo) and has to 
be construed strictly and in favour of the workmen, as the 
entire object of the Act is to secure a just and fair deal to 
them while adjudicating on the termination of the service 
of a workman for non-renewal of the contract of 
employment, on expiry of the time stipulated in it. The nature 
of employment must be judged by the nature of duties 
performed by the Workman and not on the basis of the 
letter issued by the employer. Section 2(oo )(bb) cannot be 
extended to cases where the job continues and the 
employee's work is also satisfactory, but periodical renewals 
are made to avoid giving a reguiar status to the workmen, 
as it would be an ‘unfair labour practice.’ If contractual 
empioyment is res&rted to as a mechanism to frustrate the 
claim of the employee to became regular or permanent 
against a job which continues, or the nature of duties is 
such that the colour of a contractual agreement is given to 
take it out from Section 2(oo), then, such agreement cannot 
be regarded as “fair or bona fide. 

A similar view has been taken by a single judge of a 
Bombay High Court, in Dilip Hanumantrao Shrike Vs. Ziila 
Parjshad, Yavatmal, 1990 Lab IC 100,103(Bom). It is held 
their lordship that the mere fact that the contract of 
employment provided for termination by effluxe of time, 
would not by itself be sufficient to take such terminations 
out of the scope of the definition of'retrenchment' . The 
adjudicator has to address himseif to the question as to 
whether the period of empioyment was stipulated in the 
contract of employment as a device to escape the 
applicability of the definition of’retrenchment'. Likewise, 
as single judge of the Punjab & Haryana High Court, in 
Balbir Singh v Kurukshetra Central Co-op Bank Ltd. (1990) 
1LU 443,445 (P&H) has pointed out that this clause, being 
in the nature of an exception, cannot be given a meaning 
which will nullify or cuttail the ambit of the principle clause, 
because it is not intended to be an outlet for unscrupulous 
employers to shunt out workmen in the grab of non-renewal 
of their contracts even if the work subsists. The clause, 
therefore, has to be construed strictly in favour of the 
workman, as far as possible. This provision cannot be 
resorted to, to frustrate the claim of the employee against 
an uncalled for retrenchment or for deriyirtg other benefits. 
In other words, it is not to be so interpreted as to enable an 
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employer to resort to the* rwlicy of‘hire and fire and give 
unguided power to him, to renew or not to renew the 
contract, irrespective of the circumstances in which it was 
entered into or the nature and extent of the work for which 
he was employed. It has to be interpreted to limit it to the 
case where the work itself has been accomplished and the 
agreement of hiring for a specific period was genuine. If 
the work continues, the non-renewal of the contact has to 
be dubbed as mala fide. 

It can be seen that various High Courts, using 
interpretative techniques, have mellowed down the rigor 
of the bare reading of the statute. In Shailendra Nath Shukla 
V/s Vice-Chancellor, Allahabad University (supra) a 
Division Bench of the Allahabad High Court observed that 
sub-cl (bb) is in the nature of an exception to S 2(00) and 
has to be construed strictly and in favour of the workmen, 
as the entire object of the Act is to secure a just and fair 
deal to them, while adjudicating on the termination of the 
service of a workman for non-renewal of the contract of 
employment, on expiry of the time stipulated in it. In 
Madhya Pradesh Bank, Karamchari Sangh V/s Syndicate 
Bank reported on 1996 Lab, ic. 1161 on a review of the law 
as laid down by the Supreme Court and by various.High 
Court, a single judge of the Madhya Pradesh High Court 
has stated the following principles of interpretation and 
application of the provisions of this clause :— 

(i) that the provisions of Sec. 2(00), (bb) are to be 
construed benevolently, in favour of the 
workmen; 

(ii) that if the workman is allowed to continue in 
service by making periodic appointments, from 
time to time, then it can be said that the case would 
not fall under Sec. 2(00 )(bb); 

(iii) that the provisions of Section 2(00 )(bb) are not 
to be interpreted in a manner which may stifle the 
main provision; 

(iv) that if the workman continues in service, the non¬ 
renewal of the contract can be deemed as mala 
fide and it may amount to be a fraud on the statute; 

(v) that there would be a wrong presumption of non¬ 
applicability of Section 2(00 Xbb), where the work 
is of a continuous nature and there is nothing on 
record to show that the work for which a workman 
had been appoint has come to an end. 

There is therefore, almost consensus in the 
judgements of the Supreme Court of India and various 
High Courts that the provisions of Sec.2 (00) (bb) of the 
Act are to be construed in favour of the workman and if the 
workman is allowed to continue in service, the non-renewal 
of the contract can be deemed as mala fide and it may 
amount to be a fraud on the statute. It is further the view 
that where the work is of a continuous nature and there is 
nothing on record to show that the work for which a 
workman had been appointed has come to an end, then 


the presumption of applicability of Sec.2( 00 )(bb) of the 
Act does not arise. Keeping this settled principle of law in 
mind. 1 proceed to examine the case of the workman under 
consideration, 

The parties have not disputed that the workman was 
appointed on 30th March, 1998, on the death of her husband, 
who met with an accident on 2nd March, 1998; and that 
she continued serving the Management till I st July, 2002. 
Therefore, she served the Management for over four years 
continuously although her appointment was renewed from 
time to time and the Management ensured the completion 
of a formality of making application ,for, renewal of the 
contract. The manner in which the services of the workman 
were renewed and the manner which She was allowed to 
continue, clearly suggests that she had been appointed as 
a regular employee and the requirement of making the 
applications and renewing the contract was merely a 
formality. Mr. J.S Suhag, who appeared as a witness for the 
Management, in his statement stated that as per the 
eligibility criteria shown in M-10, a civilian could be 
appointed in the canteen service but the preference was to 
be given to ex-servicemen. He further admitted that the 
husband of the workman was not an ex-serviceman and 
was a civilian. He further admitted that he had not seen the 
workman working he having joined the service in 
June 2004, therefore, he has no personal knowledge about 
the working of the workman. He further admitted that one 
Dilbag had joined service later than Promila, the workman 
and Rajinder Singh, Ramesh Dangi were also engaged after 
her exit. 

In this case the work allotted to the workman was of 
permanent nature which continued even after the workman 
was disengaged. The work is being performed even now. 
Then what were the reasons that the contract of the 
workman was not renewed after 30th June, 2002. If it was 
because, as is alleged, that her performance was not upto 
the mark, then she should have been given the opportunity 
to explain her conduct. An inquiry should have been 
conducted providing sufficient opportunity to the workman 
to explain her conduct. Nothing such is shown to have 
been done this case. Then there are letters of extension if 
service of the workman dated 1 st April, 2000, & 31 st March, 
2001 which reads M Keeping in view of your past satisfactory 
service rendered by you in the Canteen you are hereby 
granted appointment against the post of sales woman.” 
From these letters it is clear that the service of the workman 
was satisfactory that is why she was given extension in 
service. The Management alleged that the performance of 
the workman was not upto the mark. They have placed on 
record Annexure N/RR4 dated 16th May, 2000. This 
complaint was shown to be made by some ex-serviceman 
and is not signed by anyone, therefore, it was an 
anonymous complaint which have been made basis by the 
Management to claim that the conduct of the workman 
was not apprised. There is nothing to show that an inquiry 
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on the basis of the complaint was held and what was the 
result of that inquiry. The very opening work of the 
complaint shown that it was manipulated by some ex- 
serviceman so as to enter in the service of the canteen or 
he was not happy that the workman has been given job in 
the canteen. Interestingly, after this complaint also the 
Management granted extension in service in favour of the 
workman on 31st March, 2001 keeping in view her past 
service rendered in the canteen. Thus, it shows that the 
complaint made had no effect on the service of the workman. 

The Management has also placed on record 
photocopies of warning letters dated 5th April, 23rd June 
& 16th August, 2000, But even after those warning letters 
the services of the workman were extended on 31 st March, 
26th Sep., 2001,1st Jan., & 2nd April, 2002 this itself speaks 
that anonymous complaint and the warning letters were 
considered by the management and found to be having no 
effect on the service of the workman. 

From the statement of die witness of the Management 
it is clear that the services of the workman, who had put in 
four years of service, were terminated suddenly on 1 st 
July, 2002 without giving her the notice, without paying 
her the compensation & without complying with the 
provisions of the Sec. 25 of the “ACT”. There is no evidence 
on record to support the claim of the Management that the 
services of the workman was not satisfactory, therefore, 
for that reason her service contract was not renewed. The 
witness of the Management showed lack of knowledge 
about the working of the workman, even on the basis of 
the record of the Management The Management has thus 
failed to prove die warning letters dated 5th April, 2000, 
23rd June, 2000,16th August, 2000, which they claim had 
been served upon the Management. Since the Management 
has failed to show that the warnings were issued to the 
workman and if so, whether she had been given the 
opportunity to explain her conduct and whether in that 
regard any inquiry was held and what was the finding of 
the inquiry officer. In the absence of any proof in this 
regard, the allegation of want of good behavior on the part 
of workman seems to be an afterthought. Had there been 
any such allegation the person making the same should 
have been identified and the workman should have been 
given appropriate opportunity to explain her position. 

After considering the pleadings of the parties, the 
evidence available on record I am of the opinion that ^on- 
renewal of contract of service of the workman w.e.f-1 st July 
2002 by the Management amounted to her retrenchment in 
services defined by section 2(oo) & the facts of the case 
do not suggest that it was not a case of retrenchment and 
was a termination of service as a result of non-renewal of 
contract after the expiry of the period for which the workman 
had been engaged. Neither it is claimed nor proved that the 
Management had followed the provisions of Sec.25-F of 
the “ACT’ before terminating the services of the workman. 
Thus the Management violated the provisions of Sec. 
25-F, by failing to give one month's notice in writing to the 
workman indicating the reasons for her retrenchment and 
by further failing to pay her the retrenchment compensation 
and giving notice to the appropriate govt, about the proposed 
termination. The termination of the workman on 1st July, 


2002 therefore, was bad in law and the same is quashed. She 
Is treated to be in service continuously as if there was no 
disengagement of the workman from 1st July, 2002. 

The workman in her statement has claimed that she 
is doing household duty since the day of her retrenchment 
and is not employed anywhere. The Management has not 
shown either by cross-examining the workman or by any 
other evidence that the workman had remained gainfully 
employed all through this period and therefore, she is not 
entitled to the back wages. Considering all these facts, I 
further hold that the workman is entitled to full back wages 
which she would have got what for her disengagement by 
the Management. The reference is answered in these terms. 
Let a copy of this award be sent to the appropriate govt, 
for necessary action and file be consigned to records after 
due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
farft, 31 2006 

3419.—aklPltf ftw Stfqfwr, 1947 (1947 
qq 14) qRI 17 ^f, ^ ffaK 

^ 13®**1 ^ PiR°e dtjcilPta ^ *U«hK 

stow** ^ "TEnz (wf #n 

723/2005) ^ TSFlfcm t, ^ ^ 

31-7-2006 TT^cT ^3TT *JTI 

[U -^f-40012/156/2002] 
fas, 

New Delhi, the 31st July, 2006 
S.O. 3419.—In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.723/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
o * n 

31-07-2006. 

[No. L-40012/156/2QQ2-1R (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-11 
CHANDIGARH 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI KULDIP SINGH 

CASEN0.1.D.No.723/2k5 
Registered on 28-03-2003/1-09-2005. 

Date of Decision 14-7-2006 

IQBALSINGH C/oSHRI N. K JEET,27349, LAL 
SINGH BASTI ROAD, BH ATINDA(PUNJ AB) 

-PETITIONER 

Versus 

D/o TELECOM, SANCHAR BHAWAN, NEW DELHI-110001. 

-RESPONDENT 


2495 G1/06—13 
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APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Nemo 

For the Management: Mr. G. C. Babbar, 

Advocate. 

AWARD 

The Govt, oflndia vide their notification No.L^IOO 12/ 
156/2002-1R(DU)dated 23-12-2002 referred the following 
matter for the adjudication of this tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the Management of General 
Manager (Maintenance), BSNL, Jalandhar in 
terminating the services of Shri Iqbal Singh S/o 
Shri Bhajan Singh, workman w.e.f. 1-9-99 is just and 
legal? If not to what relief the workman is entitled to 
and from which date?” 

After the notice, the parties appeared. The workman 
filed the C/P to which the Management filed the reply. The 
case was qJ the stage of filing the affidavits when the 
workman stopped appearing in the case. He was issued 
notice under R/C vide postal receipt No. 622 dated 
16 May, 2006. The workman is not present today nor the 
notice sent to him has been received back unserved*Since 
the statutory period, to presume the service of the workman 
is over, and the R/C carrying the notice has not been 
received back unserved, it is presumed that the notice has 
been served upon the workman, but he has chosen not to 
appear. This shows that he has lost interest in the case. 

The appropriate Govt, desired to know whether the 
termination of services of the workman by the Management 
on I st Sep.. 1999 was just and legal and if not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled to? Except filing the Claim Petition, 
the workman has not produced any evidence to show that 
his termination was bad in law. The averments made by the 
workman, in the Claim Petition, are totally denied by the 
Management. There is, therefore, no evidence to show 
that the order of termination was bad in law. As such the 
workman is not entitled to any relief. The award is passed 
against him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate Govt, for necessary action and the file be 
consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
M fkrft, 31 2006 

^T.3TT. 3420.—arfVfWI, 1947 (1947 
14 ) ^4 URT 17 4r 3T^9RTTf ^ W<m 4t. 4t. PR. 4f 
^ M ^ rndUdd 44 4>44 >kT ^ 44r, 

4' ftfke fwt 4 rrfr skrtfro 

k W (7k4 wn 962/2K5) ^4 

y+ifeid wi t, 4 r totr p 4 31-7-2006 p 4 

^ m 

[4. tp-22012/80/1995-3Tlf 3!R(3Ml) ] 

3ETR RTRK 344qn4 


New Delhi, the 31 st July, 2006 

S.O. 3420.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.962/2K5) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunai-cum-Labour 
Court, No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of BBMB and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 31 -07-2006. 

[No. L-22012/80/1995-1R (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNM ENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
CUM-LABOURCOURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

PRESIDINGOFF1CER: SHRI KULDIP SINGH 

CASE N O. I. D. N0.962/2005 

Registered oh 15-09-2005 
Date of Decision 14-07-2006. 

President Nangal Bhakra Mazdoor Sangli, Nangal 
Township 

--Petitioner 

Versus 

Chairman BBMB, Sector-19, Madhya Marg, 
Chandigarh. 

—Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman: Mr. R.K. Singh Parmar, 

A.R. 

For the Management: Mr. C.L Sareen, 

Advocate. 

AWARD 

Parties are present through their representatives. 

The representative of the workman has made a 
statement at bar that as per the instructions of the workman 
he is not interested to prosecute this petition. The notice 
of the statement has been taken by the Management. 

The Govt, oflndia vide their notification No. L-22012/ 
80/95-LIR(C-ll) dated 6th Nov., 1995 referred the following 
matter for the adjudication of this Tribuna 1:— 

“Whether the demand of Nangal Bhakra Mazdoor 
Sangh, Nangal Township vide their letter dated 
12-02-1994 demanding relief from Management of 
BBMB is justified? If riot, to what relief the concerned 
workmen are entitled?” 

After the notice of the reference the parties appeared. 
They filed their pleadings and affidavits in support of their 
respective claims. Even the statement of one of the workman, 
Malook Singh, was recorded but today the representative 
of the workmen in his capacity as Secretary of the Petitioner 
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Union, and who had filed the claim, stated that due to the 
passage of the time the workmen are not interested to follow 
their claim. In view of the statement Acre is no justification 
to proceed in the matter further. The reference is answered 
in these terms that the claim of Nangal Bhakra Mazdoor 
Sangh, Nangal Township dated 12th Feb, 1994 is not 
justified as haying not been pressed. Therefore, they are 
not entitled to any relief. The award is, therefore, passed. 
Let a copy of this award be sent to the appropriate Govt, 
for necessary action and the file be consigned to records 
after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^fce#,31 2006 

cfiT.3tT. 3421.—3?I^Pl4> fW 1947 (19^7 

14) «TRI 17 ^ ftt & 4f. 

ft frrfe ft ^fti 3fftilPi*/ 

3TfacF*ur ft. 2,^Sftl« ^ W (ft*ft 705/2K5) ^ 

31-7-2006 ^ RF<T 

[■ft. ^cT-23012/3/ 1999-anf 3TR(ftt-II)] 
srspt «£hi< ftte, 

New Delhi, the 31 st July, 2006 

S.O. 3421.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.705/2K5) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. 11, Chandigarh as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of BBMB and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 31-7-2006. 

[No. L-23012/3/1999-IR (C-II)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRALCOVT. INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALrClJM- 
LABOURCOURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI KULDIP SINGH 

CASE NO.I.D,No.705/2k5 
Registered on 25-08-2005 
Date of Decision 17-07-2006. 

Ram Dass C/o R. K Singh Parmar, 35-G, Nangal 
Township, Distt. Ropar (Punjab), Ropar 

...Petitioner 

Versus 

The Chief Engineer, Bhakra Dam, Nangal Township, 
Distt. Ropar, Punjab 

....Respondent 


APPEARANCE 

For the Workman: Mr. R.K Singh Parmar 

For the Management Mr. Rajinder Singh, 

Advocate. 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. He was given 
notice under R/C under Postal Receipt No.251 dated 
1 st May, 2006 calling upon him to appear in the case today 
the 17th July, 2006. He is neither present in person nor 
through representative. There is a|so no prayer on his behalf 
for adjournment. The record of the file is a witness that the 
workman never appeared in the case in person. He 
prosecuted his case through Shri R.K Singh Parmar, who 
also stopped appearing in the case later on. I do not find 
any authority letter to show that the workman had 
authorized Mr. R.K Parmar to appear as his representative 
in this case. Virtually, die workman has remained absent 
although these proceedings. 

The Govt, of India vide notification No.L-23012/3/ 
99/lR(CM-lI) dated 31 st Jan., 2000 desired of this Tribunal 
to find out whether the action of the Management of B BMB 
in terminating the services of Shri Ram Dass S/o Moolak 
Ram w.e.f 15th Nov., 1998 was just and legal? If not, to what 
relief the workman is entitled and from which date. 

The workman supported the reference by his Claim 
Statement and submitted that he had served the 
Management from 17th Feb., 1998 till 15th Nov., 1998 as 
daily wages Mazdoor; and that he had put in continuous 
service of 270 days, but the Management terminated his 
services, in violation of Sec. 25-F of the Industrial Dispute 
Act, hereinafter to be referred as “ACT’. They further 
violated the provisions of Sec.25-G and 25-N as they 
retained the juniors of workman whereas his services were 
terminated. The Management, by their Written Statement 
dated 25th May, 2002, denied the claim of the workman. 
They filed the affidavit of their Resident Engineer, Himmat 
Singh. The workman filed his affidavit. The workman also 
appeared as a witness on 17th June, 2005, but thereafter he 
absented. He has not come forward to cross-examine the 
witness of the Management. 

On record, I find only the statement of the workman 
whereas the workman has not appeared to cross-examine 
the witness of the Management. In his statement, the 
workman could not stay when he was engaged as unskilled 
daily wager. He also admitted to have signed on Exhibit 
WX-1, WX-2, WX-3 & WX-4. A perusual of these 
documents show that the workman had accepted the post 
of unskilled Mazdoor as daily rated worker in terms of the 
letter of the Management as contained therein. This shows 
that the workman was engaged for a specified work and for 
specified period from 1st Nov., 1996 to 31st Jan., 1997, from 
23rd May, 1997 to 18th July, 1997 and from 17th Feb., 1998 
to 14th Aug., 1998. Thus he did not work for the 
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Management continuously from 17th Feb., 1998 to 
15th Nov., 1998 as is claimed by him. There is, therefore, no 
evidence produce by him to show that the Management 
had terminated his services on 15th Nov., 1998, without 
any justification and the order of his termination was bad 
in law. The workman is, therefore entitled to no relief. The 
award is passed in these terms. Let a copy of it be sent to 
the appropriate govt, for necessary action and file be 
consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
31 2006 

W.3JT. 3422. —3?hU)[i|* fan* SdfafoOT, 1947 ( 1947 
14) ^ tJTTT 17 TR4FTR tft. 4t. 

"St ^ ^ TTO «h4«w<T ^ 

arpm 4 aiWjtfw 

T 2,4&l J k5 ^ W (*R«f TPSm'32/2K4) 
WfTTcT ^Tcft t, # 31-7-2006 WZ 

13TT «ni 

[TT. tr^-42012/152/2003-3nf-3TR(4t 1^-11) ] 
<+>hk 3Tf^T^nfl 

o * * 

New Delhi, the 31st July, 2006 

S.O. 3422.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 32/2K4) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Central 
Public Works Department, and their workmen, received by 
the Central Government on 31-07-2006. 

[No. L-42012/152/2003-IR (CM-II)] 
A JAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-D, CHANDIGARH 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI KULDIP SINGH 

CASE NO. I. D. No.32/2004 
Registered on 17-8-2004/30-11-2004 
Date of Decision 14-7-2006 

Mukesh S/o Shri Chattar Singh, C/o All India CPWD 
(MRM) Karamchari Sangathan (Regd. 4823, Balbir Nagar 
Extension, Gali No. 13, 

...Petitioner 

Versus 

M/o Urban Development, Nirman Bhawan, 

New Delhi-110001 

....Respondent 


APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Mr. S. D. Sharma 

For the Management: Mr. Pramod Kumar, 

Advocate. 

AWARD 

The Govt, of India vide their notification No .L420I2/ 

152/2003-IR(CM-l 1)) dated 05-08-2004 referred the following 
matter for the adjudication of this tribunal: 

“Whether the contract between the Management of 
CPWD and the contractor is sham? If so, the demand 
of All India CPWD (MRM) Karamchari Sangathan 
for reinstatement/regularization of Shri Mukesh in 
the establishment of CPWD is justified and to what 
relief he is entitled?” 

The parties appeared through their representatives 
and filed the pleadings including their affidavits. The case 
was being listed for the evidence of the workman and he 
requested the court to summon a witness for him. The 
Court issued notice to the witness; but the workman 
stopped appearing in the case. Mr. S.D Sharma, who was 
appearing for the workman made the statement that he has 
no instructions to appear in the case. Thereupon, a notice 
under R/C, Postal Receipt No. 5136 dated 10th May, 2006, 
was issued to the workman. More than two months have 
passed by, but neither the workman, has appeared nor the 
R/C carrying the notice has been received back. This 
shows that the notice has been served upon the workman, 
but he has chosen not to appear. It further shows that he 
has lost interest in the case. So far, he has not made even 
his own statement in support of his claim. 

On record, I do not find any evidence to show that 
there was a contract between the Management and a 
contractor; and that was a sham transaction There is also 
no evidence to show that the demand of All India CPWD 
(MRM) Karamchari Sangthan for the reinstatement/ 
regularization of Shri Mukesh, in the establishment CPWD 
is justified. Therefore, the workman is not entitled to any 
relief. The award is passed in these terms. Let a copy of it 
be sent to the appropriate govt, for necessary action and 
the file be consigned to record, after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
31 2006 

W.3*T. 3423.—S&dlta STfMftFW, 1947 (1947 
4iT 14) =F>t 17 ^ 4f, 4>-s0q 4t. 

^ TFTOcfsi ^ 44 PWl-Jlcbl ^ 
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New Delhi, the 31 st July, 2006 
S.O. 3423.— In pursuance of section 17 df the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 137/ 
2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Padampur 
Sub Area of Western Coalfields Ltd. and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 31-07-2006. 

[No. L-22012/243/2001-IR (CM-II)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
NAGPUR 

PRESENT: 

SHRI A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
Case No. 137/2002 Date 24-07-2006. 

The Sub Area Manager, Padampur Sub Area of W.C.L., 
PO. Uijanagar, Distt. Chandrapur. 

Versus 

Shri G.U. Parate, Accounts Clerk, Padampur Sub Area of 
W.C.L., PO. Padampur, Distt. Chandrapur. 
AWARD 

The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri G.U. Parate, Party No. 2 
and The Sub Area Manager, Padampur Sub Area of 
W.C.L., Party no. 1 referred the same for adjudication to 
this Tribunal vide order No. L-22012/243/2001-IR(CM-II)> 
dt. 19-07-2002 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
subsection (2 A) of Section 10 of ID Act with the following 
schedule. 

"Whether the action of the management of WCL, 
Padampur Sub Area Distt, Chandrapur through its 
Sub Area Manager in withdrawing and subsequently 
recovering the advance increment granted to 
Shri G.U. Parate, Accounts Clerk w.e.f. 25-05-1998 is 
proper, legal and justified? If not to what relief the 
said workman entitled?” 

In response to the notices of the Tribunal, 
management appeared before the Cd>urt and submitted the 
Joint Petition fbr compromise consent award dt 16.05.2006 
requesting to pass a consent Award as per settlement. The 
terms of the settlement are as follows: 

(1) . The dispute is pending before the Hon'ble CGIT 
Court under reference No. CGIT/NGP/243/20Q1. The parties 
have discussed the matter mutually and the workman was 
apprised that recovery of the second advance increment 
took place in other cases also for which specific order was 
issued on 27/10/2005 vide letter No. WCL/CHA/CGM/ 
Admn/9195 of Personnel Manager (Admn), Chandrapur 
Area for recovery of advance increment of remaining 
employees of Chandrapur Area in the following manner. 

(2) . The sum of Rs. 700/- per month to be deducted 

from the salary for a period of three years with immediate 
effect. , , . 

(3) . Balance amount in case of each employee will be 
adjusted while making arrears payment arising out of wage 


revision in NCWA-VII. Accordingly the deduction took 
place in respect of remaining employees and the balance 
amount is to be recovered at that time after release of arrears 
amount arising out of NCWAr VII. In consideration of the 
above,'the parties have settled the dispute on following 
terms and conditions:— 

(i) That Shri G.U. Parate, Accounts Clerk, 
Padmapur Sub Area will not be entitled for any 
second advance increment as second advance 
increments paid to other employees were also 
recovered. 

(ii) That the settlement shall not be treated as 
precedent in any other cases. 

(iii) That both the parties agreed to file copies of 
this agreement before the Hon'ble Tribunal the 
prayer to pass compromise award as per the 
terms of agreement. 

I have heard the counsel for the management who 
has filed the settlement on record. It is under the signature 
of both the parties including Shri Parate. It seems that there 
was similar dispute regarding some other employee also, 
the management arrived at settlement. G.U. Parate, 
Accounts Clerk, Padampura Sub Area was representing 
the workman along with Shankar Khatri, President Of HMS 
Union and both the parties have satisfied with the terms. 
They have filed the.above settlement with die application 
under the signature of both die parties. There are no reasons 
to refuse to declare that they have settled correctly. Hence 
a consent Award’ is passed as per above terms and the 
dispute is sept back with the remarks that now there are 
disputes. Hence this consent Award. ; 

_ A. N YADAV, Presiding Officer 

3^ fseefl, 2 2006 

3JT.33T. 3424,— afai l PWR aftftfWT, 1947 (1947 
cRT 14) 3ft 3TCI 17 TRoFTC 3TT?t $1^1 
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f. ft. T^T-42012/19/2004-3*1$ 3IR(ftt ^H)) ] 
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New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2006 

S.O 3424.— In pursuance of section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publ ishes the award (Ref. No. 16/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No. 11, New Delhi as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of All India 
Radio and their workman, received by the Central 
Government on 01-08-2006. . 

{No. L42012/19/2004-JR(CM41)3 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CXJM 
LABOUR COURT-H* RAJENDRA BHAWAN, 
GROUND FLOOR, RAJENDRA PLACE, NEW DELHI 

I.D. No.16/2005 

PRESIDING OFFICER: R. N. RAI. 

IN THE MATTER OF: — 

Shri Dina Bandhu, 

R/o .S E/5 5/D, Singalpur, Shalimar, 

New Delhi-110052 

VERSUS 

The Director General, 

All India Radio, 

Through Chief Engineer (North Zone), 

New Delhi. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. 
L-42012/19/2004 IR(CM-II) Central Government 
dt. 27-01-2005 has referred the following point for 
adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder :— 

“Whether the demand of the workman Shri Dina 
Bandhu Burman, Labour for reinstatement in the 
establishment of Chief Engineer (North Zone), 
Akashwani & Doordarshan w.e.f. 08-02-2001 is just, 
fair and legal? If yes, to what relief the workman is 
entitled and from which date.” 

The workman applicant has filed claim statement but 
he has not filed rejoinder. It transpires from perusal of the 
order sheet that reply was filed on 14-11-2005 and the 
workman was directed to file rejoinder and affidavit. He 
has not turned up on several dates. He has not filed 
rejoinder and affidavit. 

No dispute award is given. 

Date: 25-07-2006 

R.N. RAI, Presiding Officer 
M 2 3PTET, 2006 

man. 3425.— 3 ^Ph» firorc stfafwr, 1947 (1947 

14) 17 «f> 3flT9> 

^ STOP! ^ TTO 

, srpro afterrfw 3 w&k sftgtfipF 

u i 1 , ^4)'Id ^ WJ 408/2^5) 

W)f?m Wft t, ^ ^ 01-08-2006 ^ M 

[U Tr^T- 1201 2/105/99-3^ 3TR(^t-I)] 

New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2006 
S.O. 3425.— In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.408/2K5) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court No. 11, Chandigarh now as shown in the annexure in 


the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of State Bank of Patiala and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
01-08-2006. 

[No. L-12012/105/99-IR (B.I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-n CHANDIGARH 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI KULD1P SINGH 

CASE NO. 1. D.No.408/2k5 
Registered on: 19-8-2005/12-7-99 
Date of Decision 14-07-2006. 

Rajiv Chopra C/o Shri TekChand Sharma, 25, SantNagar, 
Civil Lines, Ludhiana-141008. 

....Petitioner 

Versus 

Ministry of Finance, Deptt. of Economic Affairs Banking 
Division, Jeevan Deep Building, Sansad Marg, New 
Delhi-110001 

....Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman: NEMO 

For the Management: Mr. N. K. Zakhmi, 

Advocate. 

AWARD 

The Govt, of India vide their notification No. 
L-12012/105/99/1R (B-l) dated 16-6-1999 referred the 
following matter for the adjudication of this tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the Management of State 
Bank of Patiala in imposing the penalty of dismissal 
from services upon Shri Rajiv Chopra S/o 
Shri Krishan Chopra is legal and justified? If not, to 
what relief the concerned workman is entitled to and 
from which date?” 

After the notice was given to the parties, they 
appeared through their representative. The workman filed 
the Claim Petition, to which the Management filed the 
W/S. The case was at the stage of filing affidavits of the 
parties, but the workman stopped appearing in the case, in 
person or through Counsel. A number of notices were 
issued to him including a notice under R/C but neither he 
appeared nor the notice sent under R/C was received back 
unserved even after the expiry of statutory period. The 
Court is satisfied that the workman has received the notice 
but he has chosen not to appear and follow his case. 

1 have gone through the file and find that the 
workman has not produced any evidence to show that the 
imposing of penalty of dismissal by the Management in 
him was illegal and unjustified. There is rather no evidence 
even to suggest that the order of the Management was 
bad in law. As such the workman is not entitled to any 
relief. The award against him is passed. The copy of the 
award be sent to the appropriate Govt, for necessary action 
and the file be consigned to record after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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[U T^-12012/304/2003-3Hf 3TR(*ft-I)] 
3T3R ^TR,3lf^T^ 
New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2006 

S.O. 3426.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 67/2004 
) of the Centra) Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. II, New Delhi now as shown in the annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of State Bank of India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
1-8-2006. 

[No. L-12012/304/2003-IR (B-I)] 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT - II, RAJENDRA 
BHAWAN, GROUND FLOOR, RAJENDRA PLACE, 
NEW DELHI 

LD. No. 67/2004 
Presiding Officer: R. N. Rai. 

IN THE MATTER OF: — ' 

ShriY.K. Malik, 

S/o. Late Shri O. P. Malik, 

R/o. 163 Sukhdevnagar (Nehru NagarX 
Roorkie, Distt: Haridwar, 

Uttranchal. 

VERSUS 

The Assistant General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Region - II, DPC Zonal Office, 

Garh Road, 

Meerut (UP). 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-12012/304/ 
2003 IR(B-1) Central Government Dt 05-04-2004 has referred 
the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder : 

“Whether the action of Assistant General Manager, 
Region-II, Meerut in imposing the punishment of 
dismissal from the services on Shri Y.K. Malik, 
S/o. Late Shri O.P. Malik, Teller w.e.f, 20-10-2001 
is just, fair and legal? Ifnot for what reliefhe is entitled 
to?” 


The claimant has filed claim statement. In die claim 
statement it has been stated that the applicant joined as 
Clerk cum Cashier on 18-06-1980 in the State Bank of India, 
Branch, Mangalore and worked their till 1984on this post. 
Thereafter he was promoted as Teller and worked in that 
capacity til) 20-09-1992. Thereafter he was transferred to 
University Branch, SBI Roorkie where he worked till 
07-10-1994 and was then transferred to SBI Branch at Dibai 
(Distt: Bulandesahar) worked there till his services were 
illegally terminated. 

That the claimant was charge sheeted vide charge 
sheet dated 27-01 -1998 for certain alleged act of misconduct. 

The claimant denied all the charges in his explanation. 
A departmental inquiry was conducted and an inquiry 
report and findings were submitted to the disciplinary 
authority. The inquiry was held in violation of the principle 
of natural justice and the inquiry report submitted was also 
perverse. 

The disciplinary authorities vide order dated 
20.10.2001 illegally terminated the services of claimant 
without notice. 

The claimant preferred an appeal .to the appellate 
authority who wrongfully rejected the appeal without 
appreciating the fact that the inquiry report was not only 
perverse but also not based on any evidence vide letter 
dated 06.06.2003. 

The termination of the daimantls challenged on several 
grounds inter alia among the following grounds: — 

The inquiry was held in violation of the principles of 
natural justice. 

The inquiry report is based on no evidence. It is 
based on conjectures & surmises. The charges framed 
against the complainant are not established. 

The finding of the inquiry officer is not conclusive 
and according to his report charge No. 1 to 6 and 8 were 
circumstancially proved. There is nothing in Ihw as 
circumstancially proved. For example in respect of charge 
No. I die inquiry officer in spite of there being no evidence 
to establish the charges he observed presuming the 
foregoing documents viz D1 to D4 and the case presented 
by the presenting officer the circumstances so suggests 
that die charges appear tenable. Thus it is clear that the 
report is based on no evidence and is perverse. 

The inquiry officer did not find charge Nos.7,9 & 10 
as proved however the punishing authority held in its order 
dated 20-10-2001 that charge No. 7 was proved. No reason 
for differing with die finding of the inquiry officer was 
recorded nor was the claimant communicated of the same. 
The same is in violation of the principles of natural justice. 
The Hon'ble Supreme Court has held that before coming to 
any conclusion (whether tentative) with regard to the guilt 
of die delinquent employee on die basis of ihquiry report, 
the disciplinary authority must communicate die reasons 
for disagreeing with die findings of die inquiry officer and 
consider the reply of the employee. 

The Hon'ble. Supreme Court has also held that even 
otherwise agreeing with die report of die inquiry officer 
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and coming to any conclusion with regard to the guilt of 
the delinquent the disciplinary authority must supply a 
copy of the inquiry report to the delinquent and must 
consider his comments on it. The Supreme Court has gone 
to the extent of saying that any rule contradictory to or 
different from this in the Service Rule of any department is 
void. 

The appellate authority also did not appreciate these 
facts and legal position and did not record cogent reasons 
for agreeing or disagreeing with the findings of the inquiry 
officer. Charge Nos. 1 to 6 and 8 are held to be 
circumstancially proved by the inquiry officer, the appellate 
authority merely referred to entries made in some 
documents while in view of the expert report of the hand 
writing expert, it has not been proved that these entries 
were in the handwriting of the appellant and/or made by 
him. Similarly charge No. 7 found to have been not proved 
by the inquiry officer, but the disciplinary authority and 
the appellate authorities relied upon the oral evidence that 
these cheques were written by the claimants an'd the 
payments were also received by him the same is 
contradictory to the report of the handwriting expert. 

The statement of the claimant before the inquiry 
officer in his defence were not controverted or rebutted by 
cross examination hence his evidence should be given more 
weight and not be overlooked. 

Termination of the claimant is therefore illegal, 
arbitrary and unjustified for the reasons more particularly 
stated above. The claimant is therefore entitled to 
reinstatement with back wages. 

The respondent/management has filed written 
statement. In the written statement it has been stated that 
the contents of para 1 of the statement of claim of the 
workman is a matter of record, h^nce needs no reply. 
However, the allegation that the services were illegally 
terminated is illegal and misconceived. 

That the contents of para 2 of the statement of claim 
of the workman are again a matter of record. It is however, 
submitted that the charges levelled against the workman 
related to his fraudulent activities in connection with funds 
of the bank which were very serious in nature. 

That the contents of para 3 are again a matter of 
record. The workman submitted another explanation dated 
13 -02-1998. He had already denied the charges in response 
to the show cause notice dated 30-01-1996 issued by the 
management vide his letter dated 14-02-1996. In his 
explanation dated 13-02-1998, the workman again denied 
the charges. It is not disputed that an inquiry was instituted 
and conducted into the charges levelled against the 
workman. Shri G.C. Khurana, Officer MMGS-III was 
appointed as inquiry officer. He conducted the inquiry in 
accordance with principles of natural justice and the rules 
applicable upon the workman. The workman was provided 
every opportunity of defence. He was granted opportunity 
to cross-examine the witnesses of the management and 
produce his own evidence. The inquiry officer submitted 
his findings which are based on documentary as well as 
oral evidence recorded in the inquiry. He reached the 
conclusion that several charges levelled against the 
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workman were proved. The conclusion was arrived at after 
analyzing the entire evidence on record. It is categorically 
denied that the inquiry was conducted in violation of the 
principles of natural justice and the inquiry report was 
perverse! 

That the contents of para 4 are admitted to the extent 
that the services of the workman were dismissed vide order 
dated 20-10-2001. However, the dismissal of his services 
was just, proper, bonafide and legal. 

That the contents of para 5 are absolutely wrong, 
talsfe and illegal. It is submitted that the workman submitted 
his appeal and was granted a personal hearing by the 
appellate authority. The appellate authority has examined 
the entire record of inquiry as well as the appeal of the 
workman and also considered his views expressed in his 
personal hearing and concluded that there was no reason 
to deviate from the decision of the competent authority 
and accordingly the appeal of the workman was dismissed. 
A detailed order dated 06-06-2003 was passed after carefully 
examining each and every objection of the workman 
vis-a-vis the findings of the inquiry officer. 

That the contents of para 6(B) are again misconceived, 
hence denied. In a domestic inquiry strict rules and law of 
evidence do not apply. A domestic inquiry cannot be treated 
on the same footing as a criminal trial. Even otherwise, the 
evidence on record in the present inquiry is sufficient for 
any prudent person to come to a conclusion that the 
workman is guilty of the charges levelled against him. It is 
a settled principle of law that even if there are more than 
one conclusion possible or any other conclusion can also 
be drawn even then. If the conclusion drawn by the inquiry 
officer is based on some evidence, then it cannot be treated 
as perverse. Some of the charges levelled against the 
workman have been held proved by the inquiry officer. 

That the contents of para 6 (C) are again illegal and 
misconceived, hence denied. In a domestic inquiry the 
charges of misconducts need not be proved to the hilt. If 
the circumstances are indicative of certain facts, even the 
same can be bonafidely inferred. In a domestic inquiry the 
even circumstantial evidence is admissible. The inquiry 
officer found the charge number one proved based on the 
documentary evidence. Even otherwise, the disciplinary 
authority has examined the report of the inquiry officer 
together with the entire record of inquiry including the 
evidence on record and he has also independently reached 
the conclusion that the workman is guilty of several 
charges. It is categorically denied that th'e report of the 
inquiry officer is based on no evidence and is perverse. 

That the contents of para 6 (D) are argumentative 
and legal. A caregul perusal of the report of the inquiry 
officer with regard to the charge number seven would 
convince this Hon'ble Court that the inquiry officer has 
found the charge to have been proved. He has referred to 
the evidence of Shri P. S. Sehgal and Shri Baleshwar Prasad 
Tyagi and has drawn conclusion based thereon. However, 
in the last paragraph relating to charge No. 7 the inquiry 
officer has relied on technicality and has not found the 
charge to have been proved, because the hand writing 
expert was not examined. The disciplinary authority has 
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not disagreed with the findings of the inquiry officer, but 
has ignored his conclusion, which, in relation to charge 
number seven is contrary to the evidence on record. In the 
present case, the disciplinary authority has only ignored 
the conclusion and has not disagreed with the findings of 
the inquiry officer. Therefore, the principle of law laid down 
by the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India in this regard has 
no relevance in respect of the present matter. 

That the contents of para 6 (E) are mosconceived, 
hence denied. The Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of 
Mohd. Ramzan Khan has stated as follows :— 

“We make it clear that, whenever there has been an 
inquiry officer and he has furnished a report to the 
disciplinary authority at the conclusion of the inquiry 
held, the delinquent, guilty ofallor any ofthe charges 
with proposal of any particular punishment or not, is 
entitled to a copy of such report and will also be 
entitled to make a representation against it, if he so 
desires and non-furnishing of the report would 
amount to violation of rules of natural justice and 
make the final order liable to be challenged hereafter.” 

The principle of natural justice does not lay down 
that, the inquiry report has to be furnished before agreeing 
with the report of the inquiry officer and before coming to 
any conclusion by the employer. The delinquent/workman 
had the opportunity to submit his objections relating to 
the inquiry report before the appellate authority. In any 
event, the copy of the inquiry report was furnished to the 
workman along with the tentative decision dated 
27-01-1998. Subsequent to that, he was granted the 
opportunity of personal hearing on 08-06-2001 and only 
thereafter the final order dated 20th October 2001 was 
passed. 

That the contents of para 6 (F) are illegal and 
misconceived, hence denied. The appellate authority has 
applied its mind to the record of inquiry and has dealt with 
each charge of misconduct vis-a-vis the objections raised 
by the workman in detail. The charge number seven has 
been found proved on the basis of oral evidence which is 
absolutely valid and proper. In a domestic inquiry, the 
charges need not be proved to the hilt. The standards of 
evidence are not the same as are applied in criminal trials. 
Even the report of the handwriting expert is not conclusive. 
In law it is only treated as an opinion. There may be other 
circumstances and a naked eye comparison of the disputed 
signatures with the admitted signatures may lead to some 
other conclusion. The misconducts relating to financial 
irregularities in banking institutions are very sensitive and 
in such cases, the confidence of the employer bank in the 
employee is lost and the bank is not expected to treat such 
matters with the sme yardsticks as is applied in the case of 
criminal trials. 

That the contents of para 6 (G) are illegal and 
misconceived, hence denied. The workman in his 
desperation is banking upon the technicalities of rules of 
evidence, which do not apply in the matter of disciplinary 
actions of the departmental inquiries. 

That the contents of para 7 are illegal and 
misconceived, hence denied. It is submitted that the charges 


of misconducts levelled and found proved against the 
workman relate to financial irregularities and there was no 
motive to victimize him and therefore, the trust and 
confidence reposed by the bank in him was shaken and in 
such matters the dismissal from services is to be treated as 
valid and proper. The workman is not entitled to any relief. 

That the contents of para 8 in the form of the prayer 
are illegal and misconceived. The workman has not verified 
the contents of his statement of claim and therefore, the 
entire statement of claim has been rendered invalid and 
deserves to be expunged from records. 

That it is submitted that the services of the workman 
were dismissed as a sequel to a fair and proper domestic 
inquiry conducted into the charges of serious misconducts 
relating to financial irregularities against the concerned 
workman. However, if this Hon'ble Court at any stage of 
the case comes to the conclusion that the inquiry conducted 
by the management was not fair and proper and/or the 
report of the inquiry officer is perverse, then this Hon’ble 
Court in accordance with settled principles of law, grant 
opportunity 10 the management to prove the charges of 
misconducts afresh before this Hon'ble Court by adducing 
evidence on merits. 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In his 
rejoinder he has reiterated the everments of his claim 
statement and has denied most of the paras of the written 
statements. The management has also denied most of the 
paras of the claim statement 

Evidence of both the parties has been taken. 

Heard arguments from both the sides and perused 
the papers on the record. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman* 
applicant that he has been falsely implicated in fictitious 
opening of account and withdrawal of Rs. 19,000/-. The 
workman was not concerned with the transaction alleged. 

It was further submitted that the findings of the 
Inquiry Officer are based on no evidence. The Inquiry 
Officer has held that most of the charges are 
circumstancially proved and he has found some charges 
not proved. 

It is necessary to discuss the charges levelled against 
the workman. The first charge reads as hereunder:— 

“You fixtitiously and fraudulently opened a fixtitious 
SIB Account No. 20510 in the name of Shri S. K. Sharma 
while the original account No. 20510 in the name of Shri 
Sharad Kumar (Minor) UNG and Mrs. Meena Mathur and 
Shri Deepak Mathur has already been closed on 
-02-05-1989.” 

The Inquiry Officer has given findings that 
keeping all facts in mind the charge is circumstancially 
proved. The Inquiry Officer has referred to documents 
D-l, D-2, D-3&D-4. 

From perusal of the statement of the witnesses and 
their cross-examination it transpires that no question has 
been asked from the witnesses as to who prepared these 
documents, I have thoroughly gone through the entire 
evidence adduced during the course of inquiry by the 
Presenting Officer but no question has been asked 
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regarding the document D-l to D-4. Even no witnesses has 
stated that these documents have been prepared by the 
CSE. During the evidence of the witnesses these documents 
were not exhibited by them and these documents were not 
even confronted to the CSE. No departmental witness has 
stated even casually that the CSE either prepared the 
documents himself or got them prepared. It has not been 
proved during the course of inquiry. 

The Inquiry Officer has mentioned these documents 
in his findings but nowhere he has even drawn presumption 
that these documents cannot be prepared by any person 
other than the CSE. The Inquiry Officer has not even held 
that he compared the writing himself. 

The Inquiry Officer has given his concluding finding 
as hereunder:— 

“Perusing the forgery of accounts as D I to D 4 and 
the case pleaded by the Presenting Officer the circumstance 
so suggest that charges appear tenable.” 

The Inquiry Officer has himself perused the forged 
documents D i to D 4 and it was pleaded by the Presenting 
Officer that the charges are proved. He drew the inference 
that the circumstances suggest that the charge appear 
tenable. It has not been anywhere mentioned as to who 
was responsible for forging the documents. 

“Defence has not produced any evidence/documents 
against the above charge No. 1. Though the defence has 
also the brief statement of EP A mentioning that this charge 
is untrue.” 

“Keeping all facts in mind the charge is 
circumstanciaily proved.” 

This is the entire finding given by the Inquiry Officer. 
Prior to this finding the Inquiry Officer has only narrated 
the documents. It has not been anywhere mentioned as to 
who was responsible for the forgery of these documents. 
In case there is forgery of documents and charge regarding 
the same is levelled against an employee by perusing those 
documents none can draw inference that the documents 
have been forged by the CSE. The Inquiry Officer even has 
nowhere stated that there is every possibility that the 
alleged forged documents have been prepared by the CSE. 

In case of circumstancial evidence, the circumstances 
are narrated and they are correlated and only then inevitable 
inference is drawn. In the instant case the Inquiry Officer 
has given the details of D 1 to D 4 and he has concluded on 
the argument of the Presenting Officer that the charge 
appear tenable and thereafter he has given his finding that 
keeping all the facts in mind the charge is circumstanciaily 
proved. The facts which the Inquiry Officer had in mind at 
that time have not been narrated. No finding can ‘*•” 7 ; 
on the facts in mind. There must be m thc u ^ mTy 

evidence to suggest * 5 *. u lor g ec } documents have been 
prepared either by the CSE or he got that prepared or he 
was accountable for the preparation of those documents. 

I have gone through the entire oral evidence of the 
witness. No witness has anywhere stated that D I to D 4 
have been forged or prepared by the CSE. In such 
circumstance there is no evidence regarding the preparation 
and forgery of the documents DI & D 4. The Inquiry Officer 


may have the knowledge of their preparation but without 
cogent evidence he cannot say that the charge is 
circumstanciaily proved. He has to state the facts which he 
contemplated in his mind. There is no mention of the facts 
that was in the mind of an Inquiry Officer. The finding is 
not given on the facts in the mind of a Inquiry Officer. The 
finding is always based on evidence. 

Charge No. 2 reads as hereunder: 

“You originated fixtitious entry for Rs. 10,832.16 by 
S/F in the above SB Account with ulterior motive of 
fradualant withdrawal.” 

In the finding of this charge also the Inquiry Officer 
has stated as hereunder :— 

“Considering all these facts and my comments 
figuring against and documents D1 to D 4 while answering 
charge No. 1 and the fact that EPA in his defence has not 
produced any evidence/documents in his favour. This 
charge is also proved circumstanciaily.” 

The Inquiry Officer should have mentioned the facts 
which he considered but there is no mention of the facts in 
his findings. Prior to this finding he has specified the 
documents D 1 to D4 and he has not any where said that 
these documents have been forged or prepared by the 
CSE. There is no oral evidence on this point by any of the 
departmental witnesses. It appears that the inquiry Officer 
was of the view that it was the duty of the CSE to produce 
evidence and documents in his favour on the charges. In 
the absence of any evidence from the side of the defence 
the Inquiry Officer has held that the charges are 
circumstanciaily proved. 

The settled principle of law is that the charges levelled 
are to be proved by cogent evidence by the departmental 
witnesses. In the instant case the Inquiry Officer has found 
the charges proved circumstanciaily as no evidence has 
been adduced by the defence. The defence Is not duty 
bound to produce documents. The charges are proved Of 
disproved on the testimony of the departmental witnesses 
and the documents, The findings of th« Inquiry Officer is 
quite perverse. He cahnot held a charge circumstanciaily 
proved as defence has not given any evide'htee ahd defence 
hag not produced any document. The defence haS already 
taken the case that the forgery has not been committed by 
the CSE. So the Inquiry Officer should have drawn 
conclusion from the evidence that was adduced during the 
course of inquiry. He has based niS fifldirigs for non 
production of evidence or documents by the defence which 
is absolutely perverse and illegal. Such findings cannot be 
sustained by-even--any reasonable man. There must be 
some evidence connecting the CSE for the forgery of the 
documents enumerated above. There is no evidence and 
even there is no scrap of paper to suggest that the CSE 
prepared the documents. The Inquiry Officer has found 
this charge also proved circumstanciaily without any 
evidence not to speak of reliable evidence. It is a case of no 
evidence. 

Charge No. 3 reads as hereunder:— 

“Issuance of cheque froms No. 572726 to 572750 in 
above SB A/c No. 20510 allegedly opened by EPA 
fixtitiously.” 
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The Inquiry Officer has found this charge also 
proved circumstantially whereas the departmental witness 
W3 has desposed that he handedover the cheque books 
to the CSE after completing the entire formalities. For 
issuance of cheque books signature of the account holder 
is taken on the register by the account holder. There is a 
different section for issuing cheques. An officer is 
authorised to issue cheque after completing all the 
formalities. In case the officer concerned has issued the 
cheques after complying with die entire formalities it cannot 
be said that the CSE was responsible for the cheque bocks 
being handedover to a fixtitious account holder. It is the 
duty of the authorised officer to go through the entire 
records and thereafter issue cheque books. If cheque books 
have been issued after complying with the formalitie« 
prescribed in that behalf, the CSE cannot be held 
responsible for any irregularities committed by the 
authorised officer. He is only concern to handover ti e 
cheque books to the account holder which has been issued 
by the authorised officer. 

It was submitted that the authorised officer has 
deposed that he issued the cheque books after complying 
with all the formalities. The CSE was to handover the same 
to the account holders. In case the account was forged 
and fixtitious the concerned officer should not have issued 
two cheque books. The Inquiry Officer has written that 
considering the above facts this charge is also 
circumstancially proved. He has not again narrated the 
circumstances under which two cheque books were issued. 
He has illegally found this charge proved circumstantially. 

Charge No. 4 reads as hereunder :— 

“Putting through an entry of Rs. 1000/- by cash on 

18-05-1994 in the above account with ulterior motive.” 

The Inquiry Officer has again relied on document 
No. D3 and it has not been proved that document No. D3 is 
in the handwriting of the CSE and it was prepared by the 
CSE. There is even no oral evidence on this point. The 
inquiry Officer has held that his handwriting is not certified 
by any finger/writing expert. If a document is alleged to be 
forged then it is necessary to get a report of handwriting 
expert. If the Inquiry Officer was himself in the know of the 
writings of the CSE he should so state in his findings. In 
this case no witness has said that the document D-3 was 
prepared by the CSE. In case there is no handwriting report 
atleast some witness would prove the fact that the 
document D-3 was prepared by the CSE and such 
circumstance should.be narrated. But the Inquiry Officer 
has again held that this charge is circumstancially proved. 
Charge No.5 reads as hereunder-. 

“Fradualently deduction of entry for Rs. 3268.95 from 

SB A/c No. 21072 of Smt. Shanti Naithal and entering 

the same on 31 -03-94 in SB A/c No. 20510 with ulterior 

Motive.” 

The Inquiry Officer has specifically referred to 
documents D-5 to D-6. There is no evidence as to who 
prepared this debit voucher. No witness has deposed that 
this document has been written by the CSE. Even none has 
deposed that none else than the CSE can prepare this 
document, still the Inquiry Officer has held considered so 


many facts and witness/documents circumstances so 
suggest that the charge is provable and hence it is 
circumstancially proved. 

There is no oral evidence regarding this charge. No 
witness has deposed that the alleged voucher was prepared 
by the CSE. There may be circumstance in which none 
other than the CSE can prepare this voucher but there is no 
even such evidence, still the Inquiry Officer has held that 
the charge is provable and hence it is circumstancially 
proved. 

Charge No. 6 reads as hereunder:— 

“'Fradualently making an entry of Rs. 5775 on 
25-08-94 in SB A/c No. 20510 whereas the entry 
pertained to A/c of Shri R.S. Tiwari.” 

The Inquiry Officer has stated that this was credit 
voucher dated 15-08-94 for Rs. 5775 and made in the name 
of Shri R.S. Tiwari duly passed. This voucher was duly 
passed as has been held by the Inquiry Officer, then it 
cannot be alleged that the CSE prepared and passed this 
document. The document is passed by the concerned 
officer after considering the entire records and facts. If it 
was duly passed how the CSE can be said to have been 
forged this document. Again the Inquiry Officer has given 
his finding as hereunder :— 

“Considering the various documents/evidence and 
the other facts stated in the report this charge is also 
circumstancially proved.” 

No witness has stated that this voucher was prepared 
by the CSE. It has not been shown to any witness and not 
eVen'to CSE. In departmental proceedings this document 
should have been shown to the departmental witnesses 
and the CSE should also have been confronted with it. 1 
have gone through the entire oral evidence. It has not 
been stated anywhere that the voucher was prepared by 
the CSE since this voucher was duly passed as has been 
stated by the Inquiry Officer, the CSE cannot be involved 
for forgering this document. 

Charge No.7 reads as hereunder:— 

“Making payment of 6 cheques amounting to 
Rs. 13650 while working as Teller and pocketing the same 
amount.” 

The Inquiry Officer has found this charge, not proved 
as there was no opinion of the handwriting expert regarding 
forgery of the signature and he has held that it cannot be 
said that the CSE has drawn the amount. The Inquiry Officer 
has held that this charge cannot be established and proved. 

Charge No. 8 reads as hereunder 

“Pocketing and payment of 2 cheques amounting to 
Rs. 6000 from the above SB A/c. No. 20510.” 

The Inquiry Officer has found this charge also proved 
but again the circumstances have not been narrated. He 
has found charge Nos. 9 and 10 not proved. 

To conclude the Inquiry Officer has found charge 
Nos. I to 6 & 8 circumstancially proved and charge Nos. 7, 
9 & 10 not proved. 
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It was submitted that the disciplinary authority has 
found charge No.7 proved but he has not given reasons 
for his findings whereas the Inquiry Officer has discussed 
in detail and has held that charge Nos. 7, 9 and 10 could 
not be established and proved by the evidence adduced in 
the departmental inquiry. It is of course true that the 
disciplinary authority may disagree with the findings of 
the Inquiry Officer but he has to give his own finding. He 
has not given any cogent reason for disbelieving the 
findings of the Inquiry Officer. In case the charge is not 
proved and the disciplinary authority held it to be proved 
he should have analysed the evidence adduced in the 
inquiry and on the basis of that he should held the charges 
proved which have not been found proved by the Inquiry 
Officer. In the instant case there is no analysis of evidence 
of the inquiry by the disciplinary authority. So the findings 
of the disciplinary authority are also perverse and not 
supported by any evidence. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that in a departmental proceedings charge can be held 
proved on hearsay evidence and even on sole testimony 
of a witness and preponderance of probability. The 
prepondrance of probability should be established by the 
1 nquiry Officer. The Inquiry Officer has nowhere mentioned 
the probability which are prepondering. 

The following case law has been cited by the counsel 
of the management: (1997) 76 FLR page 532 SC, 1972 (25) 
FLR page 45 SC, 2001 (89) FLR page 427 SC, 1983(47) FLR 
page 398 SC. 

It has been held that in case there are discripancies 
in evidence inquiry is not a criminal trial and in an inquiry 
charge is not to be proved beyond doubt Sophisticated 
and technical rules of evidence act are not applicable in 
inquiry. Preponderance of probability and some materials 
on records would be necessary to reach the conclusion 
whether or not the delinquent has committed misconduct. 
It is of course true that the findings of the Inquiry Officer 
cannot be held perverse until they are not supported by 
any evidence. I have perused the entire law cited above. It 
is a case of no evidence. There is no material on the record 
in the inquiry proceeding by which the charges can be 
held proved. It is not a case of discrepancies in evidence. It 
is a case of no evidence. 

It was further submitted that charges can stand 
proved by circumstancially evidence. In the instant case 
the circumstances have not been narrated. Without 
narrating the circumstances it cannot be held that the 
charge is circumstancially proved. 

My attention was drawn to 1999 (820) FLR page 
1004 SC. It has been held that the disciplinary authority on 
receiving the report of the Inquiry Officer may or may not 
agree with the findings recorded by latter. In case of 
disagreement he has to record the reasons for his 
disagreement then to record his own findings if the evidence 


is available on record. In the instant case the disciplinary 
authority has disagreed with the findings of the Inquiry 
Officer. But has not given his own reason or analysis of 
evidence to hold the charges proved which were found 
not proved by the Inquiry Officer. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that principles of natural justice have been followed and 
sufficient opportunity has been given to the workman. From 
perusal of the inquiry repbrt it transpires that the defence 
has cross examined the witness and opportunity to the 
defence has also been provided so principles of natural 
justice have, been observed. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that it has been held in 2003 (97) FLR page 1153 SC that 
Court has power to compare the writing and decide the 
matter in case there is no expert evidence. The Inquiry 
Officer has nowhere compared the writing and held that 
the writing was of the CSE. So this case law is also not 
applicable. 

It was further submitted by the side of the 
management that it has been held in 2005 SC (185) page 395 
B that in domestic inquiry the strict standards of proof do 
not apply. It is only preponderance of probability which is 
to be seen. In the instant case the Inquiry Officer has not 
mentioned the preponderance of probability attaining in 
this case so findings are not based even on preponderance 
of probability. This case law is also not applicable. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman that 
the workman was not provided any lawyer. It has not come 
anywhere in the inquiry that he should be permitted to 
engage lawyer. He has engaged his authorised 
representative and he has cross examined all the witnesses. 
There is no merit in this contention. 

I have perused the entire inquiry proceedings. The 
department has observed the principles of natural justice 
and there is no violation of the same. There is no objection 
that documents have not been supplied to the workman. 
These contentions of the workman are not tenable. The 
law cited by the management is not applicable in the facts 
and circumstances of the present case. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman that 
the Inquiry Officer has found the charges proved on Jhe 
basis of circumstancial evidence but he has not established 
the circumstances. For establishing the facts on the basis 
of surroundings circumstances all the circumstances must 
be mentioned from which the conclusion is drawn and such 
circumstances should be established. In the instant case 
the Inquiry Officer has not even mentioned a single 
circumstance and has held illegally that the charges are 
proved on the basis of circumstancial evidence. 
Circumstancial evidence always relates to fact and in case 
circumstances are not narrated and established, the fact 
cannot be deemed proved. 
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It becomes obvious that the Inquiry Officer has found 
the charges proved as the CSE has not adduced any 
evidence and he has not filed any document in support of 
his case. The CSE has completely denied the chaises. As 
such he is not expected to give negative evidence. The 
general principle is that a party who asserts the affirmative 
of an issue, the burden of proof lies on him to prove that 
fact as it is easy to prove the affirmative than to prove the 
negative. It has been affirmed by the management that the 
CSE has forged and fabricated the accounts so the initial 
burden was on the management to prove the forgery and 
withdrawal of money. The CSE cannot be asked to dis¬ 
prove the forgery and withdrawal of money. So the inquiry 
Officer has held the charges proved on the ground that the 
workman has not adduced evidence and filed documents. 
The Inquiry Officer has thrown the burden on the CSE to 
disprove the charges. The management has first to prove 
the charges and thereupon the CSE may be called to 
disprove it. In the instant inquiry the management has failed 
to prove the charges and the charges cannot be held to be 
proved as the CSE has not adduced evidence. The inquiry 
Officer while giving his finding has not kept in mind the 
well established rule and procedure of law. The CSE is not 
required to disprove the charges and charges cannot be 
held proved as the CSE has not adduced any evidence. 
The Inquiry Officer has followed illegal procedure. 

It is of course true that standard of proof of criminal 
trial are not required in proving the charges in domestic 
inquiry. The strict rules of evidence act are not applicable 
in domestic inquiry. Hearsay evidence or preponderance 
of probability are sufficient to hold the charges proved. It 
is settled law that insufficiency of evidence is not to be 
considered by the Tribunal in judicial review of inquiry. 
But there must be some evidence. 

It has been held in AIR 1977 Supreme Court 1512 
that in a domestic inquiry the strict and sophisticated rules 
of evidence under the Evidence Act may not apply. All 
materials which are logically probative for a prudent mind 
are permissible. There is no allergy to hearsay evidence 
provided it has reasonable nexus and credibility. The 
departmental authorities and administrative tribunals must 
be careful in evaluating such material and should not glibly 
swallow what is strictly speaking not relevant under the 
Evidence Act. 

The sufficiency of evidence in proof of the finding 
by a domestic tribunal is beyond scrutiny. Absence of any 
evidence in support of a finding is certainly available for 
the court to look into because it amounts to an error of law 
apparent on the record. 

There is no evidence in the instant case. 

In the instant case the CSE has been charged with 
forgery of certain documents. Four departmental witnesses 
have been examined. No Witness has stated that the 
documents have been forged by the CSE. No witness has 


even deposed that the handwriting of the forged documents 
are that of the CSE by perusal of naked eyes. Even the 
Inquiry Officer has not held that he compared the writing 
of the forged documents with naked eyes and found 
resemblance with the writing of the CSE. The departmental 
witnesses are working with the CSE and they have better 
knowledge of the handwriting of the CSE but they have 
not stated that forged documents appear to be written and 
prepared by the CSE. The disciplinary authority is not 
presumed to have knowledge of the writing of the CSE. His 
findings are of no merit. His findings on charge No.7 are of 
no merit. He has illegally held charge. No.7 to be proved 
whereas it has not been proved by the Inquiry Officer. The 
findings of the disciplinary authority are perverse. 

The CSE has been awarded the capital punishment 
of dismissal. Dismissal involves economic death of a 
workman and when such penalty is imposed the 
management should be cautious enough and the 
documents said to be forged should be thoroughly 
scrutinised. The report of some handwriting expert is 
essential to prove the fact that the CSE has forged these 
documents. In case technical rules of evidence are not 
applicable in domestic inquiry, the witnesses should have 
stated that the writing of the forged documents fe similar at 
least with the writing of the CSE. Witnesses may depose 
that from perusal of bare naked eyes the writing appears to 
be of the CSE. In this case no witness, not even the Inquiry 
Officer has stated that on comparision the forged writing 
has resemblance with that of the CSE. In such circumstances 
it is held that no document has been forged by the CSE. 
The charges levelled against the CSE have been illegally 
found circumstancially proved by the Inquiry Officer and 
disciplinary authority has also found charge No.7 illegally 
proved. This is a case of no evidence. I have perused the 
entire case law cited by the management. These case laws 
are not applicable in the facts and circumstances of the 
present case. 

The charges levelled against the CSE are not proved. 
There is no evidence in the inquiry. The inquiry vitiates as 
the findings are illegal and perverse. It is set aside. 

The reference is replied thus 

The action of the Assistant General Manager, Region- II, 
Meerut in imposing the punishment of dismissal from the 
services on Shri Y.K. Malik, S/o. Late Shri O.P. Malik, Teller 
w.e.f. 20-10-2001 is neither just nor fair nor legal. The 
workman applicant is entitled to be reinstated 
w.e.f. 20-10-2001 along with all the consequential benefits 
and full back wages. The respondent/bank is directed to 
reinstate the workman applicant and pay him the entire 
arrears of wages within one month from the publication of 
the award. 

Award is given accordingly. 

Date: 27-.07-2006 


R. N. RAI, Presiding Officer 
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[77. Ti^-20012/238/2001-3TT^.3TR.(#-1) ] 

tth. 1777 . rj^u, mi Trf#? 

New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2006 

S.O. 3427.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 116/ 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- - 
Labour Court, Dhanbad-I now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the manangement of BCCL and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 1 -8-2006. 

[No. L-20012/238/2001 -IR(C-I)] 

S.S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
(NO. 1), DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference under section 10( 1 )(d) & (2 A) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

Reference No. 116 of 2001 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of 
Sijua Area of M/s. BCCL 

AND 

Their Workmen. 

Present: SHRI SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer, 
Appearances: 

For the Employers : Shri D.K. Verma, 

Advocate 

For the Workman : None 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

AWARD 

By order No. L-20012/238/2001-1 R(C-1) dated, 
3-5-2001 the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal. 


“Whether the demand of the Bihar Janata Khan 
Mazdoor Sangh from the management of BCCL Sijua 
Area for regularisation of S/Shri Chandrika Sharma, 
Vishwanath Gope and Madan Tiwari, pay loaders 
operators to the post of Shift foreman and promotion 
of Shri Bahrun Islam, Fitter to the post of Asstt. 
Foreman is just, fair and proper? If so, to what relief 
are the workmen concerned entitled and from what 
date ?” 

2. The case is pending for evidence of the workmen/ 
sponsoring union since 2-1-2003 and inspite bf 
several adjournment the sponsoring union/workmen is not 
producing any evidence. The sponsoring union/ 
Concerned workmen is not taking step since 5-1-2006. 

In the result 1 render no Dispute Award in this. 

Case. 

SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer 
^ fkrft, 2 3TTTRT, 2006 

^T.37T. 3428.—#5# I<6 tklK 37f#m, 1947 (1947 
cfTT 14) kt *TTTT 17 k 3T^R^T k, kk# Vtim *[T. kt kt. 
Ik k k w PkMki affr ^rk k 

#3, kpm k frrfe ktetfkE fkrK k kk# mm 
3t1klPl+ 37ftmW9Tq «FRR-I k frw (7#k 

156 / 2000 ) kt y^ip'id f, kt kkfa mm, kt 

1 -8-2006 kt TTRl ^3TT &TTi 

[77. T^T-20012/406/1999-3^ 37R (77t-l)] 
"977. "977. 3FT7 

New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2006 

S.O. 3428.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 156/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Dhanbad-I now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the manangement of BCCL and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 1-8-2006. 

[No. L-20012/406/1999-IR(C-I)] 
S.S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THECENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOURCOURT 
(NO. 1), AT DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference under section 10( I )(d) & (2 A) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

Reference No. 156 of 2000 

Parties: Employers in relation to the mangement of 
BaroraArea of M/s. BCCL 

AND 

Their Workmen. 
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Present: 

SHRISARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer 
APPEARANCES 

For the Employers : ShriB.M. Prasad, 

Advocate 

For the Workman : Shri B.N. Singh, 

Advocate 

State : Jharkhand 

Industry : Coal 

Dated: 6-7-2006 

AWARD 

By order No. L-20012/406/99/IR(C-1) dated, 7-3-2000 
the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour has, in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (I)'and sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal. 

“Whether the action of the management of BCCL 
Barora Area-I in not accepting the resignation of 
Sint. Chipi Kumharin under VRS and therefore, 
denying employment to the dependent son is 
justified ? If not, to what relief is the workman or her 
dependent son entitled ?” 

2. Today was the date fixed for the evidence of the 
workmen/sponsoring union is absenting since long. Sri 
B.N. Singh representative of the sponsoring union submits 
that neither the concerned workman/nor the sponsoring 
union is in touch with him. Therefore, he prays for passing 
no dispute award. 

From the record it appears that the workman is 
absenting since 18-8-2003 and the concerned workmen/ 
union is not taking any step for adducing evidence. 

In the result I render no Dispute Award. 

SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer. 

M 2 2006 

W.3fT. 3429. —3tteilPl«b flWK 1947 (1947 

«PT 14) tllTl 17 ^ *Y, 4>*s0*l riT. 

fa. ^ 'STSf«nf5T ^ M^Y 3^7 <*44 >kY ^ #3, 

spirit -4' ^ RRFR 

315/2000) “fit y^hiHfici -^0 ^ 

1-8-2006 ^ «TTI 

[U i^f-20012/195/2000-3Tlf 3TR C^ft-I) ] 

TR7. TTRTT, 3T5R 

New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2006 

S.O 3429.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 315/ 


2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribun'al-cum- 
Labour court, Dhanbad-I as shown in the Annesure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
manangement of BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 1 -8-2006. 

[No. L-20012/195/2000-lR(C-I)] 
S.S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOURCOURT 
(NO. 1), DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference under section 10( I )(d) & (2A) 
of the industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

Reference No. 315 of 2000 

Parties : Employers in relation to the mangement of 
Kankanee Colliery of M/s. BCCL. 

AND 

Their Workmen. 

Present: 

SHRI SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer, 
APPEARANCES: 

For the Employers : ShriD.K. Verma, 

Advocate 

For the Workman : Shri B.N. Singh, 

Advocate 

State : Jharkhand 

Industry . : Coal 

dated, 7th July, 2006 

AWARD 

By order No. L-20012/195/2000 -IR(C-l) dated, 
18-10-2000 the Central Government in the M inistry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal:— 

*' Whether the action of the management of Kankanee 
Colliery of M/s. BCCL in dismissing Sri Ram Ekbal 
Dusad, Pump Operator from the services of the 
company w.e.f. 9-4-99 is justified ? If not, to what 
relief is the concerned workman entitled ?” 

2, Sri B.N. Singh, representative of the concerned 
workman/sponsoring union submits that he has got no 
instructions since long and they had lost interest to contest 
this case. He submits and prays for passing a no Dispute 
Award. 

In such, circumstances 1 render no Dispute Award. 

SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer 
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2 2006 

W.33T. 3430.—affatte W STfafWT, 1947 (1947 
14 ) ftTTT 1 1 RT. 
fa. ^ W-IcDT ^ M»I*Y 3fft <*>ft<FkT ^ ftfa, 
arjftR -ft hR^ afrsrrfw -ft ftfRta rttr 3rrarfw 
3TfsEfRq/SFT ^PTTRR TOT^-[ W: (tM WIT 246/1994) 
^ y-3bin>lrl ^RcTt t, WFR ^ 1 -8-2006 UM 

[U TTrI-20012/304/1993(#-l)] 


TRT. TRT. Tpn, 3T^T RfTR 
New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2006 

S.O. 3430.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Centra! 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 246/ 
1994) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Dhanbad-1 now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
manangement of BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 1-8-2006. 

[No. L-20012/304/1993-1R(C-l)] 
S.S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TR1 BUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
(NO. 1), DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference under Section 10( I)(d) & (2A) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

Reference No. 246 of 1994 


Parties : The Employers in relation to the mangement 
of Chainpur Siding of M/s. B.C.C.L. , 

And 


Their Workmen. 


Present: 

Shri Sarju Prasad, 
Appearances: 

For the Employers 
For the Workman 
State 
Industry 


: Presiding Officer, 

: ShriD.K. Verma, Adv. 
: None 
: Jharkhand 
: Coal 


Dated, the 11 th July, 2006 

AWARD 


By order No. L-20012/(304)/93/lR/Coal-1 dated, 
25-10-1994, the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal. 


“Whether the action of the management not to 
regularise Shri Kaleshwar Bauri as Coal Receiving 
Munshi after getting the job done by him since more 
than a year is legal and justified ? If not, to what 
relief the workman is entitled ?” 

2. The present case is pending for adducing 
evidence by the workmen/sponsoring union since 17-12- 
2003 and inspite of several adjournment the concerned 
workmen/sponsoring union has not taken any step since 
last several dates. 

Therefore in such circumstances, I render no dispute 
award. 

SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer 
2 SPTRT, 2006 

cFT.3R. 3431.—WTftRF STfafrtR, 1947 (1947 

■SR 14) ftRT 17 ^ 3 R 3 RRUT 4, cF-sQft ft]. ^ft. ^ft. 

fa. TRSJcfft fa <rl'«toSi MW fah dicb =n4 c bl<T ^ 

•3Tft*lfa ftf Rfe fafatfw fftRK fafafa WFR fa 3TI#ta 

srffaFTR aiR ^TRTTRI (fafa WTT 1 1/2000) 

fa) TOfarT Wf f, fafafal TRftTR fa) 1 -8-2006 fa) ftTRT 
^3TT «TTI 

[fa. W-20012/255/l999-3I^3lR (Rf-1)] 

TRT. TIR. TJRU, 3m Tiffai 

New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2006 

S.O. 3431.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 11/2000) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Dhanbad-1 now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
manangement of BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 1 -8-2006. 

[No. L-20012/255/1999-1 R(C-1)] 
S.S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTR1BUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
(NO. 1), DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference under Section 10( 1 )(d) & (2A) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

Reference No. 11 of 2000 

Parties : Employers in relation to the mangement of 
Sijua Area of M/s. BCCL. 

And 

Their Workmen 

Present: 

Shri Sarju Prasad, : Presiding Officer, 




[^mn—ws 3(ii)] 


:3RTOT26,2006/’‘TIS4, 1928 


7471 


: Shri H. Nath, 

Adv. 

: ShriBB. Pandey, 

Adv. 

: Jharkhand 
: Coal 
12th July, 2006 

AWARD 

By order No. L-20012/255/99 (C-l) dated, 20-12-1999 
the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour has, in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal. 

“Whether the demand of the union to regularise 
S/Shri Nepal Mandal & 5 others as per list in service 
paying Cat. I wages is justified? If yes, to what relief 
these workmen are entitled and from what date? 
Whether the termination of these workmen by the 
management is justified ? If not, to what relief the 
concerned workmen are entitled ?” 

2. The case is pending for evidence of the workman/ 
sponsoring union since 20-3-2003 but the concerned 
workman are not turning up for giving evidence. The learned 
lawyer Sri Pandey appearing for the sponsoring union 
submited that the concerned workman is not interested to 
contest this case. 

Since several adjournment has been given for 
adducing evidence by the workman/sponsoring union and 
they are not interested in adducing evidence. 

Therefore, I render no dispute award. 

SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer. 

M ftwft, 2 wm, 2006 

^T.3TT. 3432.—sflsfcr fsRR STfafWT, 1947 (1947 
14) 

W&n 93/1998) ^ t, W&K 

1 -8-2006 *111 

[U ^-200l2/225/1998-3Tlf.3TR(#-l)] 

TTR. TR3. ^pTT, 3T37 

New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2006 

S.O. 3432.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 93/1998) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Dhanbad-1 now as shown in the Annexure in the 


Appearances: 

For the Employers 

For the Workman 

State 

Industry 

Dated 


Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
manangement of CCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 1 -8-2006. 

[No. L-20012/225/1998-IR(C-I)] 

S.S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
(NO. 1), DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference under Section 10(1 )(d) & (2 A) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

Reference No. 93 of 1998 

Parties: Employers in relation to the mangement of 

Dhori Colliery of M/s. CCL. 


: Presiding Officer, 

: Shri D.K. Verma, 

• Adv. 

: None. 

; Jharkhand 

: Coal 

dated, 12th July, 2006 

AWARD 

By order No. L-20012/225/98-1R (C-l) dated, 
22/25-9-98 the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal. 

“Whether the action of the management of Dhori 
Colliery of M/s. C.C. Ltd., P.O. Dhori, Dist, Bokaro in 
denying regularisation and payment of wage as per 
NCWAto S/Shri P.B. Rana and 26 others (as per list 
annexed) is justified ? If not, to what relief are 
concerned workmen entitled to ?** 

2. This case is pending for evidence of the workmen 
since 8-3-2000 inspite of adjournment. for last 3 years 
neither the workmen/sponsoring union are appearing in 
this case nor they are producing any witness. Sri B.N. 
Singh, representative of the workman submits that the 
workman are not interested to contest the case. 

In the result I render no dispute award. 

SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer 


And 

Their Workmen. 

Present: 

Shri Sarju Prasad, 
Appearances: 

For the Employers 

For the Workman 

State 

Industry 


2495 G1/06—15 
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^ 2 3iwt, 2006 

cRT.OT. 3433.—3Tfi#TRR, 1947 (1947 
u) rtr 17 ^ rt. ^ 

% <£ ^ rr^: M*i*Y afo ^ 

RjpfR 3 Pff&Z f5T3IK w^r sMte 

stftrarrjT/sR <w-i ^ w (tM wn 69/1998) 

RTf wfTTcl RRft t, Rt RIRTR Rt 1-8-2006 ^ OTR 

fRT RT I 

[R. TT^r-20012/657/97-341^ 34R (T4t-1) ] 
RR RR- 3T?R RfRR 
New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2006 

S.O. 3433.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 69/1998) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Dhanbad-I now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
manangement of BCCL and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 1-8-2006. 

[No. L-20012/657/97-IR(C-I)] 
S.S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
(NO. 1), DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference under section 10(1 )(d) & (2 A) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

Reference No. 69 of 1998 

PARTIES 

Employers in relation to the management of Tetulmari 
Colliery of M/s. BCCL. 

And 

Their Workmen. 

PRESENT 

SHR1 SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer 
APPEARANCES 

For the Employers : Shri D.K.. Verma, Advocate 

For the Workmen : Shri B.B. Pandey, Advocate 

State : Jharkhand 

Industry : Coal 

Dated, 14-7-2006 
AWARD 

By order No. L-20012/657/97-IR (C-I) dated, 

14-8-98 the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 


Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal : 

“Whether the action of the management of Tetulmari 
Colliery of M/s. BCCL in not reinstating Sri Nepal 
Thakur, Ex-Truck/Dumper Driver, who was dismissed 
from the service w.e.f. 5-3-80 of the company (as the 
workman concerned was acquitted by the Hon’ble 
J.M. 1st class, Chas vide his judgment dt. 22-6-91 
from the charges levelled against him for which his 
service has been dismissed w.e.f. 5-3-80 by the 
management) is legal & justified ? If not, to what 
relief the workmen entitled to?” 

2. Today is the date fixed for the evidence of the 
workmen, but the concerned workman/sponsoring union 
are not present. The learned laywer of the union/c oncerned 
workmen submits that they are not interested to prosecute 
the case. Hence, no dispute Award may be passed. 

In the result 1 render no dispute award. 

SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer 
2 3RPFcT, 2006 

RTT.3TT. 3434.—SiWiPi 1 ^ RfvfRRR, 1947 (1947 

^ft 14) ^Ffr trro 17 ^ r^rto 3, rrfr rt. ^t. ^t. 

%. ^ WRHT R RR£ 3fR ^RR R^RK l ^ #3, 

3fiy)p|cb faRR t? ^#7 R7RR ^iWlPlR 
RftTOTO/SIR -HWMM RRRTR-1 ^ TO (R^f WIT 50/99) 
^ Rt RRFK Rj 1 -8-2006 ^ RIRT 

fsn rti 

[R. ^-20012/417/98-3^ 3TR (Rt~I)] 
RR. TRI. RRC RfR? 

New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2006 
S.O. 3434.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 50/99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Dhanbad-1 now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
manangement of BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 1-8-2006. 

[No. L-20012/417/98- IR(C-I)] 
S. S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT 
(NO. 1), DHANBAD 
Reference No. 50 of 1999 

Parties: Employers in relation to the mangement of 

Sendra Bansjora Colliery of M/s. BCCL. 

And 

Their Workmen, 

Present: SHRI SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer 
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Appearances: 

For the Employer : None 
For the Workmen : Shri B.B. Pandey, Advocate 
State: Jharkhand Industry: Coal 
Dated, 12-7-2006 
AWARD 

By order No. L-20012/417/98-IR (C-l) dated, 

] 7 - 4.99 the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of Sendra 
Bansjora Colliery of M/s. BCCL in not regularising 
Sri Dilip Kumar, Arbind Kumar, Birendra Pandit and 
Dines h Mahato as Permanent workers is justified ? If 
not, to what relief the concerned workmen are 
entitled?” 

2. Sri B.B. Pandey, Advocate for die concerned 
workman submits that he has got no instructions and the 
concerned workman/sponsoring union has lost interest in 
contesting this case. 

Therefore, he prays for passing No dispute Award. 

In view of the submission of the learned lawyer of 
the concerned workman/sponsoring union 1 render no 
dispute award. 

SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer 
M 2 3PIW, 2006 

■55T.3TT. 3435.—1947 (1947 
<*r 14) «nn n m 

fa. ^ ^ -ffsng 3fa -3^ ^ 

-zmm wm-i ^ w (Tfeti'tim 97/2002) 
^ a«h lf V l d t, mm fa 1 -8-2006 faw<i 
■gsn an \ 

[H T^-20012/77/2002-30^.3TR(#-I) ] 
9.H. U.H 3W. 

New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2006 

S.O. 3435.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 97/ 
2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Dhanbad-I now as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
manangement of BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 1-8-2006. 

[No. L-20012/77/2002-IR(C-I)] 
S.S. GUPTA, Under Secy, 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT 
(NO, 1), DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference under section 10( 1 Xd) & (2A) 

* of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
Reference No. 97 of 2002 

Parties : Employer? in relation to the mangement of 
Jeenagora Colliery of M/s. BCCL. 

And 

Their Workmen 

Present: 

SHRI SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer, 
Appearances : 

For the Employer : Sri. D.K. Verma. Advocate 

For the Workmen : Shri S.C. G our, Advocate 

State: Jharkhand Industry : Coal 
Dated, 24-7-2006 
AWARD 

By order No. L-20012/77/2002 dated 28-8-2002 the 
Central Government in the Ministry of Labour has, in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether management of BCCL Jeenagora’s is 
justified in not adding SPRA for pay fixation of 
S/Shri Deo Nath Bhar & Anwar Ali in their 
respective promotion posts. If not, to what relief are 
the workmen entitled ?” 

2. The case is pending for the evidence of the 
workmen but Sri S.C. Gour, Advocate of the sponsoring 
union/concerned workmen submits that neither the 
concerned workman nor the sponsoring union is interested 
to contest the case. 

Since, neither the sponsoring union nor the 
concerned workman is interested to contest the case. 

In the result, I render no dispute award in this case. 

SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer 

i 2 31W, 2006 

W.OT. 3436.—3?l<yjfi|+ fc|c*K 1947 (1947 

1 4) fa «iht 17 fa 3 ^, fafa*i *n. fa. fa. 

fa. fa wm fafarffa* sfa ^rfa fa fa% 

fa fafa9 trstr fafaffaF 
OfafafaeSJ 183/2001) 
fa JT^TfacT t, fa fafafa Trmi fa 1-8-2006 fa W<T 
13n i 

[fa. Tfa-20012/211/2001-31^ 3TR (fat-I)] 
TJfa. T3fa. ■JpTT, fafa* 
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New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2006 

S.O. 3436.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 183/ 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Dhanbad-I now as shown in the Annesure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
manangement of BCCL and their workmen, which was 
received by the Centra! Government on 1-8-2006 

[No. L-20012/211/2001-IR(C-I)] 

S. S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT (NO. 1). 
DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference under Section I0(I)(d)& (2 A) 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

Reference No. 183 of2001 

PARTIES; Employers in relation to the mangement of 
Mohuda Coal Washery of M/s. BCCL 

And 

Their Workmen 

Present: 

SHRI SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer 
APPEARANCES; 

For the Employer : Sri. R.N. GanguIIy, 

Adv. 

For the Workmen : Shri B. N. Singh, Rep. 

« 

State: Jharkhand Industry *. Coal 

Dated, 24-7-2006 

AWARD 

By order No. L-20012/211/2001/IR (C-I), dated, 
10-8-2001 the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (d) of Sub-section (I) and Sub-section (2A) of 
Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the 
following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal ; 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. BCCL 
Mohuda Coal Washery in dismissing Smt. Chhota 
Budhani Bhuini from service w.e.f. 2-2-99 is justified, 
fair, and legal ? If not, to what relief is the workman 
entitled?” 

2. This case is pending for evidence but Sri B.N. 
Singh representative of the sponsoring union/concerned 


workman submits that neither the sponsoring union nor 
the concerned workman is interested to contest the case 
and they are not giving him any instruction since long. 
In such circumstances, he prays for passing no dispute 
Award. 

Since the sponsoring union/concerned workman is 
not at all interested in contesting the case. 

In the result, I render NO DISPUTE AWARD. 

SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer 

2 wm, 2006 

W.3IT. 3437.—1947 (1947 
14) 1 7 ^ 4', *tt. ^rr. ^fr. 

1%. infarfsr ^ affc «h4«hi<T ^ 

arjste 4 w&k 

252/1994) 

t, v i -8-2006 ^ 

[4. T^I-20012/313/93—3TT^ 3TR (#-!)] 

■Q^T. bTT. '^RTT, 3T3T 

New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2006 

S.O. 3437.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 252/ 
94) of the Central Government Industrial T ribunal/Labour 
Court, Dhanbad-I now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on I -8-2006. 

[No. L-20012/313/93-1 R(C-I)] 

S. S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
NDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL (NO. I), DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference U/S. I0(l)(d)(2A)of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

Reference No. 252 ofl994 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management of 
Basudeopur Colliery of M/s. B.C.C. Ltd. 

And 

Their Workmen 

PRESENT: 

SHRI SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer 
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Appearances: 

For the Employers : Sri. H. Nath, Advocate 

For the Workmen : Shri S. Bose, 

Treasurer, Rashtriya 
Colliery Mazdoor Sangh. 
State : Jharkhand : Industry : Coal 

Dated, the 24th July, 2006 
AWARD 

By order No. L-20012/313/93-IR (C-I), dated, 
25-10-1994 the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Basudeopur Colliery of BCCL in dismissing from 
service of Shri Prayag Mahato and Shri Brajendra 
Singh is justified ? If not, to what relief the persons 
are entitled ?” 

2. The case of the sponsoring union is that the two 
concerned workman, namely, Prayag Mahato and Brajendra 
Singh were the permanent employees of M/s. B.C.C. Ltd. 
working in Basudeopur Colliery under Sijua Area No. V. 
They were issued chargesheet dated 23-11-1988 with the 
allegation that both of them are in the employment of 
Basudeopur colliery on forged and fabricated name and 
therefore they have committed gross misconduct under 
Model Standing Orders of the Company. Both of them 
replied denying the allegation asserting that they are the 
real persons. But the management without holding any 
enquiry dismissed them by dismissal letter dated 31-3-1989. 
The sponsoring union took up the case of both the 
concerned workmen and raised this industrial dispute by 
letter dated 24/25-3-1992. 

3. The case of the management, on the other hand, is 
that both the concerned workman were working in 
Basudeopur colliery of Sijua. Area in fake name. Actually 
a complaint was received from one Shashi Dhar Mahato 
mentioning therein that Prayag Mahato is actually Ram 
Nath Nonia son of Janki Nonia, but he is working as Prayag 
Mahato and Brijendra Singh is also a fake Person. An F.I.R 
was lodged against both of them, and both of them were 
issued charge-sheets for committing misconduct under 
Clause 17(i)(a)(o) of the Model Standing Orders applicable 
to them. According to the management the concerned 
workman did not submit reply to the chargesheet and the 
departmental enquiry was conducted by Sri R.P. Singh, Dy.. 
Personnel jVIanager after giving intimation of date of hearing 
to the concerned workmen. However, they did not appear¬ 
and the enquiry was proceeded ex-parte. They were hold 
guilty by the Enquiry Officer and accordingly on that basis 
both of them were dismissed from service w.e.f. 31-3-89. 
Further according to the management, both of them were 
given employment as per an award passed in Reference 
No. 32 of 1986 on the basis of mutual settlement arrived at 


between the management of BCCL and RCMS sponsoring 
union. 

4. The issue of fairness and propriety of the domestic 
enquiry was taken up as preliminary issue and by order 
dated 16-5-2000 the domestic enquiry was held improper 
and unfair. The management was given chance to adduce 
its evidence to justify its action. The management in course 
of so many adjournments for more than five years did not 
examine a single witness to justify its action. The 
sponsoring union, on the other hand has examined Prayag 
Mahato, concerned workman, (WW-1) and the second 
witness Rajnath Noonia (WW-2) who have clearly stated 
that the concerned workmen are the genuine persons. The 
sponsoring union has also brought on record Ext. W-l 
which is the letter raising this dispute addressed to the 
A.L.C. (C), Dhanbad. The management has not even 
examined the so-called complainant, Shashi Dhar Mahato 
who has made complaint against them. From the record it 
appears that on receipt of the oomplaint from Shashi Dhar 
Mahato the management did not even got the matter 
enquired from Police or District Administration regarding 
the genuineness of the concerned workman and dismissed 
them on the basis of an improper and unfair departmental 
enquiry without giving opportunity to cross-examine the 
witnesses of the management nor defend themselves. In 
the improper enquiry also the management has not 
examined the so-called complainant, Shashi Dhar Mahato 
nor it has brought on record the complaint filed by him. 
The management has not even brought on record the 
alleged F.I.R. lodged against the concerned workman nor it 
has brought on record the result of the criminal case. It is 
well settled principle of law that when an departmental 
enquiry is held to be unfair the evidence so collected in the 
departmental enquiry cannot be looked into and the 
management has to justify its action by adducing evidence 
on merit, but the management apart from examining the 
Enquiry Officer did not examine any witness although the 
management was given adjournment for five years after 
holding of the departmental enquiry as unfair. 

5. From the discussions made above 1 find that the 
action of the management in dismissing the concerned 
workman is not at all justified and they are entitled for 
reinstatement. It appears that there has been delay of about 
three years on the part of the sponsoring union/concemed 
workmen in raising the dispute, therefore in awarding relief 
to the concerned workmen such delay must be considered. 

6. In the result I render following award— 

The action of the management of Basudeopur Colliery 
of BCCL in dismissing the concerned workmen, Prayag 
Mahato and Brajendra Singh is not justified and they are 
entitled for reinstatement in service with full back wages, 
except the period of delay between the date of dismissal 
and date of raising industrial dispute i.e. between 31-3-89 
to 25-3-92 but wijh continuity of service and all the 
consequential benefits. 

SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 3rd August, 2006 

S.O. 3438.—In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.7 and 8/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ernakulam now as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Catholic Syrian Bank Ltd. and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 2-8-2006. 

[No. L-12011/20/200 l-IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 
Present: 

Shri P. L. Norbert, B.A., L.L.B., Presiding Officer 
(Tuesday the 18th day of July, 2006 I 27th Ashadha, 1928) 

I.D. 7/2006 & 8/2006 

(I.D 19/2001 & I.D.2/2002 respectively of Labour Court 
Ernakulam) 

I.D.7/2006 

Union The General Secretary. 

The Catholic Syrian Bank Staff 
Association A1BEA House 
Kaliath Royal Square, Palace 
Road, P.B. No. 506, Thrissur- 
680020. 

By Advocate Shri Ranjit Thampan 
Management The Chairman 

The Catholic Syrian Bank Ltd., 
Head Office Thrissur -680 020 
By M/s. B.S. Krishnan 
Advocates. 

LD.8/2006 

Union The General Secretary. The 

Catholic Syrian Bank Staff 
Association A1BEA House 
Kaliath Royal Square, Palace Road, 
P.B. No. 506, Thrissur -680 020. By 
Advocate Shri Ranjit Thampan 


Management The Chairman 

The Catholic Syrian Bank Ltd., 
Head Office 
Thrissur -680 020 

By M/s. B.S. Krishnan Advocates. 

AWARD 

These references are made by Central Government 
under Section 10 (1)(d) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for 
adjudication. The references are :— 

I.D.7/2006: 

“Whether the action of the management of Catholic 
Syrian Bank Ltd. in not paying Computer Allowance 
to entitled workmen in violation of the 7th Bipartite 
Settlement is justified? If not, what relief the workmen 
concerned are entitled? ” 

I.D.8/2006: 

“ Whether the action of the management of the 
Catholic Syrian Bank Ltd. in paying Advanced Ledger 
Machine Allowance which is less than the entitled 
computer allowance which is higher than the 
presently paid A.L.P ,M. allowance in violation of 
the terms of the 7th Bipartite Settlement is just and 
fair? If not, to what relief they are entitled?” 

2. Since the facts, evidence and issues in these cases 
are common they were jointly tried and evidence was 
adduced in I.D. 7/2006. 

3. The facts in brief are as follows :— 

The petitioners and respondents are the same in both 
cases and they are the union of employees and the Catholic 
Syrian Bank Ltd. respectively. The mechanization and 
computerization of branches and other offices of Catholic 
Syrian Bank were implemented at different intervals. Spepial 
allowance was fixed for operators of Data Entry, Advanced 
Ledger Posting Machine (ALPM) and Computer separately. 
According to the union even after ALPMs were substituted 
by Personal Computers the management continued to pay 
only ALPM allowance to some of the computer operators. 
The ALPM allowance is less than computer allowance. 
The functions done by the operators using personal 
computers are not the same as was done in ALPMs. Hence 
the union claims computer allowance to all the operators 
who are using personal computers in different branches of 
the bank. 

4. According to the management matters relating to 
mechanization and computerization and the allowance to 
be paid to the operators of these machines are governed 
by Bipartite Settlements from time to time. These settle¬ 
ments are arrived at between Indian Banks Association 
(1BA) and different unions of bank employees. The 
operators are eligible for special allowance either that of 
ALPM operator or computer operator according to the 
workload fixed as per Bipartite Settlement. In the Bipartite 
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Settlement dated 29-10-1993 it is provided that when 
terminals are used exclusively for savings bank operations 
there should be minimum 300 to 400 vouchers per operator 
per day. In case of other operations on terminals the 
workload for each operator shall be minimum 500 vouchers 
per day. Even though personal computers are provided to 
all the branches some of the computers are utilized to 
perform only one function which was being done in 
ALPMs. Hence those operators are paid special allowance 
payable to ALPM operators only. The workload of such 
operators is only 150 to 200 vouchers per day on an average. 
The computer allowance is paid to those operators using 
PC. under Local Area Network (LAN) /UNIX System for 
multi-functions and connected to a network. There is no 
violation of the terms of Bipartite Settlement. Special 
allowance is paid to different operators of electronic 
machines in accordance with the terms of Settlement 

5. In the light of the above contentions the only 
point that arises for consideration is : 

“whether all the operators of personal computers are 
entitled to get computer allowance or not?” / 

The evidence consists of Oral testimony of WW 1 
and documentary evidence of Exts. W1 to W3 on the side 
of union and MWI and Exts. Ml to M8 on the side of 
management. 

6. The Point: 

It is an admitted fact that mechanisation and 
computerisation are implemented and special allowances 
to the operators of the electronic devices are given as per 
Bipartite Settlement arrived at from time to time between 
IB A and employees/unions (AIBEA). The first Bipartite 
Settlement which provides for mechanization was signed 
by the parties in 1966. Photostat copies of extract of relevant 
Bipartite Settlements though are produced by the parties, 
it is convenient to refer to the book 'Bipartite Settlements' 
published by M/s. H.P.J. Kapoor Tenth Edition (2001). 
Chapter VI, Clause 6.1 of 1966 Settlement is regarding 
mechanization (pg. 27 of the book) 

“6.1. Accounting Machines, I.B.M. or I.C.T. (Hollerith - 
Power Samas) Machines can be utilized in banks 
subject to the following conditions : 

(i) that Ledger Accounting Machines like 
National Cash Register Machines, Remington 
Rand Accounting Machines, Blue -Star 
Accounting Machines etc. can be utilized for 
the purpose of ledger and statement posting 
of Current Accounts, Savings Bank Accounts, 
Deposit Accounts, General Ledger Accounts, 
inter-Branch/Agency Accounts, Salary and 
Provident Fund Accounts;" 

7. Computerisation was introduced as per 1983 
Supplementary Settlement I dated 8.9! 1983. Page 228 to 231 
of’the book refer to mechanization and computerization. 
The relevant terms are contained in sub clauses (i) to (ix) of 


clause 1. The purposes for which electronic machines and 
computers are to be used in banks are mentioned in sub¬ 
clause (I) and (II) of clause 1. 

Clause 1. “(1). Accounting Machines electric/electronic, 
other than computers, may be utilized in 
banks for the following purposes: 

(a) Current accounts, 

(b) Savings bank accounts, 

(c) Other deposit accounts, 

(d) General ledger accounts, 

(e) Cash credit and loan accounts, 

(f) Salary and pay roll. 

No accounting machines will be used at rural branches 
and no electronic machines with memory will be installed 
at semi-urban centres except as provided for below : 

(i) At rural and semi-urban branches, machines 
may be used for the limited purpose of 
management information system including 
general ledger accounts. 

(ii) At rural and semi-urban branches where the 
total clerical strength exceeds 15, machines may 
be used for the purposes listed in (I) above. 

(II). Computers including mini-computers may be utilized 

in banks for the following purposes : 

(a) Clearing operations in Area 1 centres, 

(b) Reconciliation of inter-branch/agency 
government accounts/ travellers cheque 
transactions/credit cards, 

(c) Transfer/remittance of funds through 
improved systems, 

(d) Foreign Exchange transactions, 

(e) Management of investments, 

(f) Management information systems including 
credit information, statistical and budgetary 
data and annual closing returns, 

(g) Personnel inventory, provident fund and 
pension, 

(h) Inventory control, 

(i) Merchant banking, 

(j) Salary and pay roll where this is already on 
computers or where the matter is governed by 
any agreement or arrangement between any 
individual bank and its union, entered into 
already or hereafter. 

Items mentioned above may also be processed 
through machines referred to in (I) above. 

Sub-clause (ix) provides that special allowance 
payable to computer operators shall be settled by mutual 
discussions between the parties. Till a settlement is arrived 
at computer operators are to be paid special allowance 
applicable to machine operators. 
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1993 Bipartite Supplementary Settlement (pg. 456) 
speaks about the extent of computerisation and 
mechanisation in branches as well as the rate of special 
allowance to be paid to the operators. Clauses III, X, XII 
and XVI are the relevant clauses. 

Clause HI: Branch Level Computerisation/Mechanisation: 

Banks may partly or fully computerize /mechanise 
some or all operations in branches specified below: 

(a) Branches located in Urban, Metropolitan 
centres and those falling within urban 
agglomeration and peripheral territories which 
are treated on par with metropolitan and urban 
centres for the purpose of payment of HRA/ 
CCA with average daily number of vouchers 
of 750 or more per day calculated on an average 
of 52 preceding weeks. 

Clause X. Where terminals are used exclusively for 
savings bank operations, the vouchers per 
operator shall be 300 to 400 per day. In case of 
other operations on terminals, the workload 
for each operator shall be minimum 500 
vouchers per day. 

Clause XII. Branches where advanced Ledger Posting 
Machines (ALPMs) and/or Advanced 
Electronic Accounting Machines (AEAMs) are 
installed prior to this settlement and where 
such branches do not meet the criteria of 
minimum 750 vouchers as provided in Clause 
III (a) of this settlement such branches maybe 
fully or partly computerised as per the 
discretion of the management under the 
provision of eligibility in Clause III (e) of this 
settlement. If, however, in any bank there are 
branches in excess of the total number of 
eligible branches, in terms of this settlement, 
such branches will be upgraded, but shall be 
set off against future entitlement of the 
concerned bank under Clause III (e) of this 
settlement. 

Existing permanent ALPM/ AEAM 
operators shall have preference to be computer 
operators on upgradation subject to the rules 
prescribed for selection and posting of 
computer operators. All existing permanent 
ALPM/ AEAM operators shall continue to 
draw the present allowance. ALPM/AEAM 
operators rendered surplus as a result of 
reduction/substitution of ALPMs/AEAMs 
may, however, be deployed by the management 
at their discretion in the same city/town as 
stipulated in Clause XXI with the continuance 
of present allowance. 


ClauseXVI. Special Allowance : 

(a) The special allowance payable to Data Entry 
Operators shall be Rs.285 p.m. of which an 
amount of Rs.257 shall rank as 'pay' for the 
purpose of superannuation benefits. 

(b) The special allowance payable to computer 
operators shall be Rs.410 p.m. of which an 
amount of Rs.369 shall rank as ’pay’ for the 
purpose of superannuation benefits. 

Note: 

Special allowance specified above shall be payable 
only to such operators assigned actual data entry and 
computing work at counters or otherwise but not to those 
who are using machines for correspondence and other work 
unrelated to computing and data entry. 

The 7th Bipartite Settlement dated 27.3.2000 (pg.515) 
refers to revised rate of special allowance/pay in 
Schedule II of the Settlement (page 532). As per that. 
Computer Operator is entitled to special allowance of Rs.633 
(item 21), ALPM Operator Rs.540 (item 24) and AEAM 
Operator Rs.540 (item 25). 

It is relevant to know the descriptions, configuration 
and functions of ALPM and AEAM. They are provided in 
the Bipartite Supplementary Settlement dated 29.3.1987 at 
page 345 ofthe book. The relevant clauses are at pages 348 
to 350: 

“1, Electronic Accounting Machines with memory, 

other than computers, also described as Advanced 

Ledger Posting Machines (ALPMs) or ‘Advanced 

Electronic Accounting Machines’ (AEAMs) may be 

installed under Clause 1(1) on the following terms : 

Configurations: 

\ 

(i) Not exceeding 256 kilobytes. 

(ii) Not exceeding 16 bits. 

(iii) Floppy I Winchester Disc. 

The capacity of the above configurations shall be 
utilized for the purposes specified in the Settlement. 

2. These ALPMs/AEAMs shall be ‘stand alone’ 
machines each dedicated to only one of the following 
functions : 

(a) Current Accounts including Overdraft 
Accounts: 

(b) Savings Bank Accounts; 

(c) Other Deposit Accounts; 

(d) General Ledger Accounts; 

(e) Cash Credit and Loan Accounts; 

(f) Salary and Pay Roll. 

3. The ALPMs/AEAMs referred to in Clause 1 of the 
Settlement shall not be installed at the rural or semi-urban 
branches of any bank. 
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deposits of less than Rs. 1500 crores as on 
3’1« December, 1985. 


4. The ALPMs/AEAMs shall have one key board. 
But if an ALPM /AEAM has more than one key board, 
each key board shall be treated as a separate unit for 
determination of the total number of ALPMs/AEAMs as 
per Clauses XII and XIII of the Settlement and shall be 
operated by a separate ALPM/AEAM operator. 

5. One ‘stand alone’ single function ALPM /ALAM 
shall not be interlinked with any other ALPM/AEAM in 
any manner with back office applicatiens/operations. 

6. There shall be no linkage between tvfo ALPM§/ 
AEAMs in the same department or in different departm£fl& 
in the same office or outside. 

7. The ALPMs/AEAMs shall not be upgraded in 
respect of functions permissible under this Settlement in 
respect of storage of memory of Volume of operations or 
capacity or in any other manner beyond the aforesaid 
configuration except by written Settlement befwdeft the 
parties. 

8. The average number of vouchers per ALPM/ 
AEAM for functions (a) or (c) or (6) Specified in Sub-clause 
2 shall be about 400 per day. 

9. The number of accounts on APLMs / AEAMs for 
Savings bank Account shall be 2200. The workload on an 
ALPM / AEAM used for Savings Bank Accounts shall not 
be linked to the number of vouchers." 

11. The ALPMs/AEAMs shall he installed ft! 
branches eligible on the following basis: 

(a) in banks with aggregate deposits Of Rs. i 500 
crores or more as on 31 st December, 1985 at 
branches with 1000 or more vouchers per day 
calculated on an average of 52 preceding weeks. 

(b) in banks with aggregate deposits of less than 
Rs. 1500 crores or more as on 31 st December, 

1985, at branches With 750 or more vouchers 
per day calculated on an average of 52 
preceding weeks. 

Note: 

The ALPMs/AEAMs may be installed at branches with 
average number of vouchers /fewer than 1000 or 750, as 
the case may be, in exchange for eligibie branches, in the 
following circumstances: 

(i) If for administrative or business reasons such 
as constraints of space, power, other technical 
requirements and customer needs, a bank, 
decides not to install ALPMs/AEAMs in an 
eligible branch it may substitute such a branch 
with another branch where the number of daily 
average vouchers calculated over a period of 
52 preceding weeks is not less than 750 if it is 
a bank with aggregate deposits of Rs.1500 
crores or more as on 31 st December, 1985 or is 
not less than 500 if it is a bank with aggregate 


(ii) Where on the date erf the Settlement the banks 
have already installed of have already made 
arrangements for installing ALPMs. AEAMs 
at branches with average number of vouchers 
fewer than specified above. 

(iii) At specialized branches like overseas 
branches, etc., irrespective of the number of 
vouchers. 

(iv) The total number of branches for each bank 
under (i), (ii) & (iii) shall be restricted to 15 to 
20 pe'f deni of the total number of its eligible 
branches as mentioned in sub-clause (a) or (b) 

, above. 

8. It is clear from the terms of 1987 Settlement that 
ALPMi/AEAMs are ‘stand alone’ machines each 
dedicated to one of the six functions only and cannot be 
used for multiple functions unlike Personal Computers. The 
capacity of ALPM/AEAM is limited as mentioned in Clause 
1 above. The contention of the management is that though 
ALPMs/AEAMs are substituted by PCs some of the 
branched utilizing the computers only for the limited 
purpose of doing one function only as was done in ALPMs. 
Besides the workload should be the minimum of300 to 400 
vouchers per day per operator in order to claim computer 
allowance. However the workload in some of the branches 
is only 150 to 200 vouchers per day per operator. Hence 
sueh operators are not eligible to get computer allowance. 

9. I feel that it is a misconception of the terms of 
Settlement It will, be relevant again to refer to the terms 
with regard to the workload of branches for the purpose of 
using ALPMs/AEAMs. 1987 Supplementary Settlement, 
01aus& 2 (supra) refers to 6 functions for which ALPM/ 
A!AM canbe utilized. Clauses 8 & 9 refer to the minimum 
workload-L^ 

Clause 8. The averageTTSSahflf of vouchers per ALPM 
AEAM for functions (a) of (c) or (e)specified 
in Sub‘Clauso 2 shall be about 40d per day. 

Clause 9. The number of accounts on APLMs/AEAMs 

for Savings Bank Account shall be 2200. The 
workload on an ALPM/AEAM used for 
savings Bank Accounts shall not be linked to 
the number of vouchers”.. 

10. The minimum workload aforementioned is for the 
purpose of installing ALPMs/AEAMs. So also the minimum 
vouchers referred in clause HI (a) of 1993 Settlement 
(pg. 458) is for the purpose of identifying branches having 
minimum workload for installing Personal Computers. The 
following clauses of the settlement are to the same effect. 
Clause X says that where terminals are used exclusively 
for Savings Bank operations the vouchers per operator 
shall be 300 to 400 per day. In case of use of terminals for 
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other operations the workload for each operator shall be a 
minimum of500 vouchers per day. Clause XII provides that 
branches where ALPMs/AE AMs are installed prior to 1993 
Settlement and where such branches do not satisfy the 
minimum workload of 750 vouchers per day as mentioned 
in Clause 111 (a) such branches may be fully or partly 
computerized as per the discretion of the management [as 
per Clause III (e)—additional level of computerization]. The 
conditions regarding vouchers and minimum workload per 
day in the above clauses are mentioned for the purpose of 
identifying branches which could be computerized and not 
for the purpose of fixing the special allowance for the 
operators. Clause 9 of 1987 Settlement says that the 
workload on an ALPM/AEAM used for Savings Bank 
Accounts shall not be linked to the number of vouchers. 
They were used only for one function, i.e. Savings Bank 
Accounts. It is admitted by MW1 that no ALPMs / AEAMs 
are in function now in any of the branches of the bank 
They are replaced by Personal Computers. If s6, al» 
operators are computer operators. Now the management 
distinguishes Computer Operators on the basis of their 
workload. According to the management even though 
computers are provided in place of APLMs/AEAMs some 
of the computers are utilized only for a single function like 
SB Account or Current Account or one of the operations 
out of 10 programmes (functions) set in PCs. Therefore 
operators working on such computers are doing the same 
work as was done in ALPMs/AEAMs. Hence such 
operators are eligible only for ALPM allowance. Though 
the premises appear to be appealing the syllogism is in the 
wrong. Nowhere in the Settlements it is provided that 
depending upon the nature ofthe work done in the Personal 
Computers or workload, special allowance should be fixed. 
There is only one type of special allowance for Computer 
Operators. The other allowances are for ALPM and AEAM 
Operators. The latest revised rates of special allowances 
are mentioned in Settlement of 2000 (Second Schedule). 
As per that, special allowance for Computer Operator is 
Rs. 633 and for ALPM/AEAM is Rs. 540 Admittedly 
nobody is now operating ALPMs/AEAMs. If so, as per 
Settlement no Computer Operators can be denied computer 
allowance. 

II The whole confusion has been created by the 
advice given by certain officers ofthe bank. It will be useful 
to refer to Exts. M3, 5 & 6 to 8. Ext. M3 is a letter dated 
6-7-2000 addressed by General Secretary of the Employees’ 
Association to the Chairman ofthe Bank claiming computer 
allowance to all the computer operators irrespective ofthe 
workload. Ext. M5 is a letter dated 24-10-2000 from Asstt. 
Personnel Adviser to Asstt. General Manager (Pers.). The 
Asstt. Personnel Adviser expressed his opinion regarding 
computer allowance in the letter. According to him 
employees in single PC and two PC branches operating 
'stand atone’ Personal Computers for performing the 
functions enumerated in Clause 14 of 1987 Settlement 


(11 functions), are eligible to get only ALPM allowance. 
But employees working in LAN/UNIX branches, 
employees who are operating terminals connected to 
network, including single window service to customers for 
several types of transactions are eligible for computer 
allowance. Ext. M6 dated 4-12-2000 is a note of the staff 
department of the bank submitted to the management 
committee. The same opinion as in Ext. M5 is expressed by 
staff department. However, in the last sub-para of para 2 of 
Ext. M6 it is stated that as per information received from 
Electronic Data Processing (EDP) Centre the employees 
operating computer in single/two PC branches are 
performing 7 type of functions enumerated in clause 14 of 
1987 Settlement (pg. 351) i.e. major portion ofthe functions 
enumerated in that clause. In para 3 it is mentioned that 
special pay being given to the staff operating Personal 
Computers in single/two PC branches and branches with 
PC under LAN /UN IX System are in accordance with the 
terms of Settlement. Ext. M7 is another note of staff 
department dated 5-12-2000 submitted to the management 
committee. There also it is mentioned that as per the report 
of EDP Centre employees operating PC in single/two PC 
branches are performing 7 out of 11 functions mentioned 
in clause 14 of 1987 settlement. It is further stated that 
operators working in single PC branches have to enter all 
slips in the respective Ledgers/Registers manually as well 
as post them in computer and thus the work is duplicated. 
The conclusion of the note is as follows :— 

“ Considering the fact that the employees operating 
Personal Computers in our singe/two PC branches 
are performing major portion of the functions 
enumerated in Clause No. 14 of the above Settlement 
and considering the type of functions performed by 
them, we are ofthe opinion that we may continue to 
pay ALPM Operator's pay to such employees.” 

Ext. M8 is a letter dated 29-11 -2000 from AGM (Mg & 
Dev.) to AGM (Pers.). It is regarding computerization of 
branches. He also states that 7 functions are being done 
by a clerk using computer in a two PC branch. In the last 
para it is stated that employees working in single PC 
branches have to work more. Their work is duplicated as 
they have to enter the same details manually in the Ledgers 
as well as post them in the computer. It is reiterated by 
AGM (Dev.) that such computer operators are doing all the 
functions listed in Clause 14 of 1987 settlement from (a) to 
(g) as well as maintain Ledgers manually. 

12. it is to be noted that while only one of the 
functions enumerated in sub-clause (I) of Clause I of 
Supplementary Settlement dated 8-9-1983 (para 7 supra) 
could be done in ALPMs/AEAMs formerly, now when 
those machines were replaced by PCs more functions could 
be done and are being done. Therefore there is no reason 
to deny computer allowance to some of the computer 
operators. It cannot be said that the work that is being 
done by computer operators in single/two PC branches is 




[tIPTll —WZ 3(ii)] 


:3PTCT 26,2006/*TO<4,1928 7481 


the same as was done by ALPMs/AEAMs operators 
formerly. Assuming that ihe work done by die computer 
operators in some branches is the same as was done when 
ALPMs/AEAMs alone were available, even then such 
computer operators cannot be denied computer allowance, 
because the terms of Settlement do not make any distinction 
between computer operators in single PC /two PC branches 
and PC under LAN/UNIX system. It is natural that in urban 
branches the work will be more than in rural branches. That 
difference in workload will always be there, whether 
branches are computerized or not The salary of employees 
of a cadre is not determined in accordance with the workload 
in each branch. It is only die invention of the officers of the 
bank that Settlement provides differently for different 
computer operators. In fact no such distinction is drawn 
anywhere in the Settlements. The officers of the bank have 
gone wrong in interpreting the clauses in the Settlements 
regarding per day vouchers and minimum workload meant 
for identifying branches which require computerization, as 
criterion for fixing computer allowance to the operators. 
As a result, 1 would say that all computer operators 
irrespective of the nature of the work they are doing, are 
entitled for computer allowance of Rs. 633/- or at 
subsequent revised rate, if any. Point is answered 
accordingly. 

13. In the result, an award is passed finding that all 
the computer operators, whether in single PC or two PC 
branches or PC under LAN/UNIX System, are entitled for 
computer allowance and the action of management in 
paying some of such operators ALPM/AEAM allowance 
cannot be justified. There is no order as to cost. The award 
will take effect one month after its publication in the official 
Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 
18th day of July, 2006. 

, P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 

APPENDIX 

Witness for the Union: 

WW1 - Lazer Joseph C. 

Witness for the Management: MW1 - Dhananjai R. 
Exhibits for the Union: 

W1 - Memorandum of Settlement dated 29-10-1993 
between IB A and AIBEA. 

W2 - Memorandum of Settlement dated 27-03-2000 
between IBA and AIBEA. 

W3 - True copy of page 177-185 of Bipartite 
Settlement dated 19-10-2005. 

Exhibits for the Management: 

M1 - Photostat copy ofrelevant portion of Bipartite 
Settlement dated 19-10-1966 reg. 
Mechanisation & Computerisation. 


M2- Photostat copy of relevant portion of Bipartite 
Settlement dated 23-2-1989 reg. 
Mechanisation & Computerisation. 

M3- Photostat copy of letter dated 6-7-2000 from 
General Secretary of the Employees’ 
Association to the Chairman of the Bank 
claiming computer allowance. 

M4- Photostat copy of Memorandum of Settlement 
dated 8-9-1983 between IBA & their workmen. 

M5- Photostat copy of letter dated 24-10-2000 from 
Asstt. Personnel Adviser to AGM 
(Pers.) regarding special allowance to computer 
operators. 

M6- Photostat copy of note dated 4-12-2000 
submitted to management committee by the 
staff department of the bank. 

M7- Photostat copy of note dated 5-12-2000 
submitted to management committee by the 
staff department of the bank reg. payment of 
special allowance to clerical staff for operation 
of personal comp uter. 

M8- Photostat copy of letter dated 29-11 -2000 from 
AGM (Mg. & Dev.) to AGM (Pers.) reg. 
functions done by clerks using computer in 
two PC branch. 

3 2006 

^T.3tr. 3439.—sfrafer arfqfWT, 1947 (1947 

^>T 14) 17 *4, “iv-slta <4 

44^ ^ WJ (^4 wn 232/91) WftTct f, 

2 - 8-2006 ^4 w -gsn m 
[UT^-4t012/43/91-3^3TRCsft-I )] 

New Delhi, the 3rd August, 2006 

S.O. 3439.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 232/91) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the. employers in relation to the 
management of Central Railway and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 2-8-2006. 

[No. L-41012/43/91 -IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRFALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/232/91 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRIC. M. SINGH 

Shri Ganesh, S/o Shri Harishankar Soni, 

Sneh Milk Parle Counter, 

Plot No. 2, Railway Station, 

Itarsi-461J11. ........Workman 

Versus 

The Assistant Engineer, 

N(C), Central Railway, Itarsi - 461111 

The Divisional Rail Manager, Central Railway, 

Bhopal - 462001 .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 19th day of July 2006 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No.L-41012/43/91 -D-2(B) dated 18-12-91 has 
referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
tribunal: 

"Whether the action of the management of Central 
Railway, Bhopal in terminating the services of 
Shri Ganesh Harishankar Soni is justified? If not, what 
relief he js entitled to?" 

2. The case of workman Shri Ganesh Harishanker 
Soni in brief is as follows. That he was employed as casual 
labour under AEN(C), Central Railway, Itarsi. He continued 
to work from November 1980 and worked till 18-12-86 on 
which date his services were terminated on the alleged 
ground that he had obtained employment by giving false 
service card. The workman has put in more titan six months 
of service in the Railways. A Railway employee who is 
employed as casual labour and has been in continuous 
employment for more than 6 months attains the status of 
temporary employee as per provisions of the paras at 
SI. No. 2501 and 2511 of the Indian Railway Establishment 
Manual. A casual employee who attains the status of 
temporary employee is entitled to the benefits of the Railway 
Servants Discipline and Appeal Rules also. As the workman 
has attained the status of temporary employee, therefore 
his services could not have been terminated without 
fol lowing the procedure laid down in the Railway Servants 
Discipline and Appeal Rules. The workman had put in more 
than 240 days of casual working during the period of 12 
calendar months and had completed 1 years continuous 
service as defined in Section 25-B of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947. Therefore his termination from the services 
without holding enquiry or issuing charge-sheet would 
definitely amount to retrenchment and the same having 
been brought about without following the mandatory 
provisions of Section 25-F ofthe l.D.Act 1947 is illegal and 
is void-ab-initio. The workman's services were terminated 
on the alleged ground of obtaining employment by giving 
false service card. This is nothing but an act of misconduct 
for which the Railway Administration was duty bound to 


give an opportunity of hearing to the workman. Thus the 
termination from services of the workman is in total 
disregard to the laid down principles of law, principles of 
natural justice and in violation of basic principles of law. 
The workman had submitted repeated representations but 
has not received any reply so far. Thus the termination of 
the workman from services is illegal, contrary to the laid 
down principles of law and he is entitled to be reinstated 
with full back wages and other consequential benefits. 

3. The management contested the reference and filed 
their Written Statement. Their case in brief is as follows. It 
has not been disputed by the management that the workman 
was employed as casual labour under the AEN(C), Central 
Railway, Itarsi, he continued to work from Nov., 1980 and 
worked till 18-12-86 on which date his services were 
terminated on the ground that he had obtained employment 
by giving false service card. It has been pleaded that the 
workman had not actually worked but the entries for the 
period mentioned by the workman are forged. That the 
entries mentioned in the card on various dates are forged. 
That the Railway Administration never issued Card No. 
215254 to the workman from Pay Way Inspector (Main), 
Khandwa. It has also been pleaded that para 2501 and 2511 
ofthe Railway establishment manual do not applyto the 
casual labour appointed on daily wages in construction 
Project. The grant of temporary status to casual labour 
appointed on daily wages in Construction Projects was dealt 
with as per Railway Board's letter No. E(NG)11/84/C.2/41 
dated 11-9-86 as a result ofthe judgement by the Supreme 
Court. The workman was not brought on temporary status 
prior to discharge owing to seeking employment through 
fraudulent means. He continued to be on daily wages till 
the date of termination, therefore provisions of discipline 
and appeal rules do not apply in such cases. The workman 
committed serious misconduct for which he was asked by 
Assistant Engineer (Construction), Itarsi through his letter 
No. ET/28/68 dated 28-5-86 to submit his explanation for 
seeking employment through forged and false service card. 
The workman did not submit any explanation which 
amounts to acceptance of guilt. His services were therefore, 
terminated by management for the misconduct. In view of 
Chief Personnel Officer, Bombay, V.T. Letter No. HPB/22553/ 
R/11 dated 18-12-85 , the casual labours are not entitled to 
the benefits under the Industrial Disputes Act. The 
workman was given an opportunity to explain the position 
and circumstances but he did not avail of that opportunity. 
For the reasons given above, the workman is not entitled 
to get any relief. 

4. Workman Shri Ganesh Harishankar Soni examined 
himself in support of his case. The management in order to 
defend the reference case examined Shri D.P.Patel, an 
employee of the management. 

5. Both the parties have also filed certain Photostat 
copies of the documents in support of their respective 
contentions which may be referred in the body of this 
reference where the need be. 

6.1 have heard Shri S. Chille, Advocate the learned 
counsel for the workman and Shri Shailesh Mishra, 
Advocate the learned counsel for the management. 1 have 
very carefully gone through the entire evidence on record. 
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7.1 n para N o. 3 of the statement of claim, it has been 
averred by the workman that he was employed as casual 
labour under the AEN(C), Central Railway, Itarsi and he 
continued to work from Nov., 1980 and worked till 18-12-86 
on which date, his services were terminated on the alleged 
ground that he had obtained employment by giving false 
service card. It has been pleaded on behalf of the 
management in para No. 3 of the Written Statement that the 
allegations made in para-3 are not disputed but alleged 
therein that the workman had not worked actually, but the 
entries for the period mentioned by workman are forged. 
The entries mentioned in the service card on various dates 
are forged. It has been specifically pleaded that the Railway 
Administration never issued Card No. 215254 to the 
workman. Thus it is clear from the above pleadings that the 
case of the workman that he was employed as a casual 
labour with the management and worked from Nov., 1980 
to 18-12-1986 has not at all been denied on behalf of the 
management. Similarly in para No.4 of the statement of 
claim, the workman has averred that he had put in more 
than six months of service. In reply to this para, it has not 
been denied by the management that the workman had put 
in more than six months of service. Only it has been denied 
that the workman under the provisions of paras 2501 and 
2511 ofthe Railway Establishment Manual, acquired status 
of temporary employee. It has been specifically pleaded by 
the management that paras 2501 & 2511 do not apply to the 
casual labour appointed on daily wages in Construction 
project. It shall be worthwhile to note here that neither the 
learned counsel for the workman nor the learned counsel 
for the management submitted before this tribunal the 
extract of para Nos. 2501 & 2511 ofthe Railway , 
Establishment Manual and under these circumstances, this 
tribunal having not a very rich library could not go through 
the aforesaid paras of the Railway Establishment Manual. 

In para No. 4 of the written statement, it has been pleaded 
by the management that the grant of temporary status to 
the casual Labour appointed on daily wages in construction 
projects was dealt with as per Railway Board’s Circular 
No. E(NG)!l/84/C.2/41 dated 11-9-86 as a result ofthe 
judgement ofthe Supreme Court. The learned counsel for 
the management did not cite the aforesaid judgement of 
the Supreme Court. He also foiled to file the Railway Board's 
circular Letter No. 'E(NG)II/84/C.2/41 dated 11-9-86 
mentioned above. Under the circumstances, this tribunal 
could not go through the circular letter mentioned above. 

In para No.6 of the Written Statement, it has been pleaded 
on behalf of the management that the workman was not 
brought on temporary status prior to discharge owing to 
seeking employment through fraudulent means and he 
continued to be on daily wages till the date of termination, 
therefore provisions ofthe Discipline and Appeal Rules 
do not apply in such cases. On this point, the management's 
witness Shri D.P. Patel on being cross-examined deposed 
that the provisions of Railway Service Discipline and 
Appeal Rules were applicable in the case of the workman 
and the same has been deposed by workman 
Shri Harishankar Soni in his affidavit that he is entitled to 
get protection under the Discipline and Appeal Rules. There 
being no other evidence on the point, it is concluded that 


the workman was entitled to get protection under the 
Discipline and Appeal Rules. During the course of 
argument, the learned counsel for the management admitted 
that a casual labour attains temporary status after 
continuous employment for more than 6 months as per the 
Railway Establishment Manual at SI.No. 2501 & 2511, It 
means the workman had attained the status of temporary 
employee and it has not been denied by the management 
that he had put in more than six months of service. 

8. It is clear from the pleadings of the management 
contained in their Written Statement that the workman 
committed serious misconduct by obtaining employment 
through fraudulent means for which he was asked by 
Assistant Engineer (Construction), Itarsi through his letter 
No, ET728/68 dated 28-5-86 to submit his explanation for 
seeking employment through forged and false service card. 
That the workman did not submit any explanation, which 
amount to acceptance of guilt and therefore his services 
were terminated by the management for misconduct. The 
record reveals that even a copy of the aforesaid notice has 
not been brought on record. It has not been proved from 
any evidence on record that the workman was served with 
the aforesaid notice. Against it, the managements witness 
Shri D.P. Patel has in his evidence of cross-examination 
deposed that no notice was given by office to the workman. 
Thus the case of the management that a show-cause notice 
was issued to the workman which he did not reply is not 
proved at all. 

9. Besides the above, the management's witness 
Shri D.P. Patel deposed in the evidence of his cross- 
examination that no departmental enquiry was conducted 
against the workman. No notice was given to him and no 
retrenchment compensation was awarded to him. The 
management h as filed a Photostat copy of the list of working 
days on which the workman worked with the management. 
Though this paper has not been proved in accordance 
with the law of evidence but it can be very well relied against 
a party who placing reliance on it has filed for the purpose 
of adjudication of this case. The entries of this list proves 
that the workman had worked with the management for 
more than 240 days during the period of 12 calendar months 
and had completed 1 year continuous service as denied in 
Section 25-B of the I.D.Act 1947 and therefore the 
termination of the service of the workman without holding 
any enquiry or issuing any chargesheet to him is bad in 
law. It is evident from the evidence ofthe court that before 
passing termination order, the management foiled to comply 
with the mandatory provisions of Sec-25-F ofthe Industrial 
Dispute Act 1947 and therefore the action of termination of 
workman is void-ab-initio. 

10. It has been submitted by the learned counsel for 
the workman that on identical facts, as are the facts of this 
case, the Honourable Central Administrative Tribunal, New 
Bombay Bench, Camp Nagpur in OA NO. 149/87, Shri 
V.R.Meshram v/s. Dy.ChiefEngineer, Central Railway, Ajni, 
Nagpur and another held that the termination of services 
of a casual labour Khalasi in the Railways on the ground of 
having obtained employment by producing bogus service 
card without holding proper enquiry is illegal and he was 
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directed to be reinstated in service. The learned counsel 
for the management submitted that in this case show-cause 
notice was issued to the workman and he did not reply the 
same meaning thereby, he failed to submit any explanation 
for seeking employment through forged service card which 
amounted to acceptance of guilt and therefore his services 
were terminated for misconduct. It is to be noted here that 
it has already been held above that the management has 
failed to prove that any show-cause notice was given or 
served on the workman for submitting explanation for 
seeking employment through forged service card. It is a 
fact that the facts of this case and the law cited above are 
almost identical. In the law cited above, the Honourable 
CAT, New Bombay bench at Nagpur held as follows: 

“It is clear from the reply filed by the respondents 
that it was actually after coming to the conclusion that the 
applicant has secured employment on production of bogus 
service card that even the show cause notice was issued 
(vide paragraph 5 of the reply). Evidently, the show-cause 
notice was issued merely as a ritual. There is nothing on 
record to indicate that after the applicant submitted his 
explanation in response to the notice disputing the 
imputation any inquiry was held associating the applicant 
also in order to find out the truth of imputation. What 
emerges from the record is only that the opinion of the 
fingerprint expert was taken and based on the same the 
order of termination was issued. It cannot be disputed that 
the termination casts a stigma on the applicant for it is 
unequivocally stated in the order of termination that it is 
on account ofjoining service on production of false service 
card. 

In the circumstances, we are of the view that the 
termination of the services of the applicant is illegal and 
cantiot be sustained.” 

In the case at hand, it is not proved that the 
management issued a show-cause notice to the workman 
therefore this case stands on better footing than the case 
for which the law has been cited above and under the 
circumstances following the law^ited above, I am of the 
view that termination of services of the workman is illegal 
and cannot be sustained. 

N.The learned counsel for the workman submitted 
that the management terminated the services of the workman 
in violation of circular No. Dy.CE/RE/BPL/E/IOI dated 
12-9-88 issued by the General Manager (Law)RE/ALD. The 
learned counsel for the management submitted that there 
has been no breach of directions mentioned in the above 
circular. That the workman was given a show-cause notice 
to submit explanation for seeking employment through 
forged and false service card but he did not submit any 
explanation which amounted to acceptance of his guilt and 
therefore his services were terminated. The argument 
advanced by the learned counsel for the management has 
no legs to stand. It is very clearly mentioned in the circular 
letter referred to above that there are several cases 
pertaining to RE pending in the Administrative Tribunals 
and out of the tribunal, wherein action of termination from 
Railway service has been taken against the casual labours 
or the same is proposed to be taken on the ground that 


they have submitted service card which was subsequently 
found to be forged and fake at the time of granting temporary 
status to them. It is also mentioned therein that recently 
Central Administrative Tribunal, Allahabad has delivered 
a judgement wherein termination of service of casual labour 
has been quashed and it has been held that although no 
regular Departmental enquiries are required to be held 
against such workers, the least that is required to be done 
is: 

(i) To inform him of the proposed action. 

(ii) To disclose to him the material sought to be 
reiied against him. 

(iii) To afford him a reasonable opportunity to 
correct or to controvert such material and to 
place his view and record evidence if he so 
desires. 

(iv) To arrive at a fair and just decision supported 
by a reason expressed in a speaking order. 

Along with the circular, a copy of the said judgement 
dated 20-1 -88 delivered by Hon'bie CAT/ALD in O.P.No.349 
of 1987 connected with other petitions was enclosed for 
guidance of the competent authorities to deal such cases 
on the guidelines given by the Hon'bie Central 
Administrative Tribunal. It is to be noted here that in this 
case, the competent authority did not care to follow the 
directions mentioned above(ito iv) in the circular and thus 
the termination of the services of the workman has been 
done in utter disregard of the above directions. I therefore 
come to the conclusion that the termination of the services 
of the workman is illegal. It is therefore held that the action 
of the management of Central Railway, Bhopal in terminating 
the services ofShri Ganesh HarishankarSoni is not justified. 

12. Now it is to be considered as to what relief, the 
workman is entitled to. It has not been averred either in the 
statement of claim or in rejoinder of the workman that after 
his termination from services on 18-12-86, he was not 
gainfully employed anywhere. Since the same has not been 
pleaded, it cannot be proved. Besides it, there is no evidence 
adduced by the workman that after the date of termination 
from the services, he was not employed gainfully anywhere. 
Under the circumstances, it shall not be proper and just to 
reinstate him with full back wages and all the consequential 
benefits. It will meet the ends of justice if the workman is 
reinstated without back wages. The management is directed 
to - reinstate the workman without back wages. 

13. In view of the above, the reference deserves to 
be answered in favour of workman and against the 
management with costs. The reference is answered in favour 
of workman Shri Ganesh Harishankar Soni and against the 
management of Central Railway, Bhopal with costs holding 
that the action of management of Central Railway, Bhopal 
in terminating the services ofShri Ganesh Harishankar Soni 
is not justified and the management is directed to reinstate 
Shri Ganesh Hari Shankar Soni without back wages. 

14. Copy of award be sent to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 3rd August, 2006 

S.O. 3440. —In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Industrial 
Tribunal, Patna as shown in the annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the manage¬ 
ment of Department of Telecom and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-40012/214/2003-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, PATNA 

Reference Case No. 6 (C) of2004 


Management of Patna Telecom District, Telephone 
Bhawan, R. Block, Patna and their workman 
Sri Rajan Kumar, Kaushal Nagar, Patana 


For the Management 

: Sri Mithlesh Prasad, 

Advocate. 

For the workman 

: Sri Umesh Kumar Singh, 

Advocate. 

Present 

: V. Ram, Presiding Officer, 

Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 


AWARD 


• Patna, dated the 24th J uly, 2006 

By adjudication order Wo. L-40012/214/2003-IR(DU) 
dated 31-05-2004, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi has referred, under clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (herein after to be referred to 
as ‘the Act’), the following dispute between the 
management of Patna Telecom District, Telephone Bhawan, 
R. Block, Patna and their workman Sri Rajan Kumar, 
Anishabad, Patna for adjudication to this Tribunal on the 
following:— 

“Whether the action of the management of Bharat 
SancharNigam Limited, Patna Telecom District, Patna 
Bihar in terminating the service of Sri Rajan Kumar, 
Safai, Karamchari working at ESED Tax Patliputra is 
legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman 
is entitled?” 


2. Notices were issued to the parties by this Tribunal 
on receipt of the Reference. The parties appeared on notice 
and filed their respective written statement, the workman 
on 24-8-2004 and the management on 14-9-2004. A rejoinder 
to the written statement filed on behalf of management was 
filed on behalf of the workman on 11-10-2004. 

3. The case of the workman, in short, is that he was 
employed as Safai Karamchari by the management on 
17-10-2000 and he worked under Himanshu Kumar in ESWD 
Tax, Patliputra Exchange up to full satisfaction of the 
authorities. He was paid Rs. 400/- (Rs. four hundred) only 
per month after his signature taken on black ACG-17 form. 
Further, the case of the workman is that he made a demand 
to the management for making full payment to him and 
also to make him permanent, but the management did not 
pay need to his demands and removed him from the service 
on 6-5-2003 without any notice or an opportunity for giving 
explanation. Further, the contention of the workman is that 
his removal from the service was illegal and unjustified. He 
filed and application before the Regional Labour 
Commissioner upon which a conciliation proceeding was 
stated but it failed on 7-8-2003. 

4. The contention of the management, in short, is 

that Rajan Kumar was never employed by the management, 
either temporarily or permanently. He worked in Patliputra 
Exchange for a few days on contract basis and for that he 
was paid. According to the management the claim that 
Rajan Kumar was employed on 17-10-2000 and was removed 
from service on 6-5-2003 is false. Further, according to the 
management ESWD Tax was installed on 19-10-2001 in 
Patliputra Exchange and the claim that Rajan Kumar worked 
in that Exchange since 17-10-2000 is baseless. According 
to the management the claim of Rajan Kumar is fit to be 
rejected. , 

5. Upon the pleadings of the parties and keeping in 
view the terms of Reference the following points arise out 
for decision:— 

(i) Was Rajan Kumar appointed as Safai 
Karamachari in ESWD Tax Patliputra Exchange 
of Bharat SancharNigam Ltd., Patna? 

(ii) Whether Rajan Kumar worked in that Exchange 
from 17-10-2000 to 6-5-2003? 

(iii) Whether the services of Rajan Kumar was 
terminated illegally on 6-5-2003.by the 
management? 

(iv) To what relief of reliefs Rajan Kumar is entitled? 
Point No. (i): 

6. Both the parties have adduced evidence in support 
of their contentions. The management has examined only 
One witness namely, M. M. Khan (M. W. 1/2) who is the 
Legal Supervisor of Bharat Sanchaf Nigam Limited, Briefly 
Called B. S. N. L.'No documentry evidence has been 
adduced on behalf of the management. M. M. Khan 
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(M. W. L) has stated that ES WD Exchange in Patliputra was 
installed in the year 2001 and the claim of workman that he 
worked in ESWD Tax of Patliputra Exchange from October, 
2000 is baseless. The said statement of M.W. 1 has not 
been challenged by the workman in cross-examination. It 
has been taken in cross-examination of M.W. 1 that no 
Safai Karamchari was appointed in his Department from 
twenty years back, the recruitment has been banned since 
1985. 

7. Rajan Kumar has examined himself as W.W. 1 
besides two others namely Sri Sahadeo Ram (WW2) and 
Sri Moti Ram (WW3). One photo copy of ACG from-17 of 
BSNL has been marked exhibit W through witness 
Sri Sahadeo Ram (WW2). It is pertinent to mention here 
that there is no appointment letter showing appointment 
of Rajan Kumai in Patliputra Exchange. As regards the 
same Raj an Kumar (WW1) in his statement has stated that 
ADT. Himanshu Kumar had appointed him and had told to 
issue appointment letter later on but the same was not 
issued. It does not stand to reason as to why somebody 
will appoint a person orally that too in a firm like Bharat 
Sanchar Nigam Limited. I may mention that Rajan Kumar 
has neither alleged that his sttendance used to be made 
nor has produced any chit of paper to show that his 
attendance used to be made. On that count also his claim 
that he was appointed and worked up to 6-5-2003, does not 
appear reliable. 

8. Rajan Kumar in his statement before the Tribunal 
has stated that his signature used to be taken on the form 
and salary used to be paid to him, Rs. 400/- (Rs. four 
hundred) only per month. WW2 has exhibited photo copy 
of ACG Form-17 of Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited (Ext.W) 
and has stated that Rajan Kumar used to be paid salary on 
that form. But Ext. W shows something against their 
statement. It shows that Rajan Kumar was paid Rs. 400/- 
for his work done for 8 days from 24-4-2002 to 1-5-2002 
@ Rs. 50/- per day. Again it shows that Rs. 600/- was paid 
to him for the work done @ Rs. 50/- per day. Thus I find 
that Ext. W does not support the contention of the workman 
that he was paid monthly salary @ Rs. 400/- per month 
rather it supports the contention of the management that 
work on contract for a few days was taken from 
Rajan Kumar and payment was made to him for the same. 

9. The workman witness Nos. 2 and 3 have stated 
that Rajan Kumar used to work in Patliputra Exchange. 
From the statement ofW. W. 2 it appears that he claimed to 
be the casual visitor to Patliputra Exchange and claimed to 
have seen Rajan Kumar working there. His cross- 
examination shows that he has no knowledge as to when 
Rajan Kumar was employed, when he was removed and 
how much amount he was paid. He does not appear to be a 
competent witness on the point of appointment as alleged 
by Rajan Kumar. W.W. 3 has stated that Rajan Kumar worked 
in Patlipurtra Exchange from the year 2000, he was removed 
from employment in the year 2003. From his statement in 
cross-examination it appears that he is not an independent' 


witness nor he can say correctly as to what amount was 
paid to Rajan Kumar by the management of B.S.N.L. Hence 
the statements of both the witnesses on the point of 
appointment is liable to be discarded. 

10. From the above discussions I come to the 
conclusion that neither oral nor documentary evidence 
support the case of Rajan Kumar on the point of his 
appointment as Safai Karamchari in ESWD Tax Patliputra 
Exchange ofB. S.N. L., Point No. (I) is accordingly decided 
in negative. 

Point Nos. (ii)&(iii) 

11. Since both the points namely point Nos. (ii) and 
(iii) are co-related I have taken up the said points together. 
I have already discussed the evidence adduced on behalf 
of the parties in preceding paragraphs while deciding point 
No. (i) and have come to the conclusion that Rajan Kumar 
was not appointed by the management of B. S. N. L. on 
17-10-2000 as alleged by Rajan Kumar. I have also found 
on the basis of ACG Form-17 (Ext. W) exhibited on behalf 
of Rajan Kumar himself that he worked for a few days under 
the management and for that he was paid on daily basis 
@ Rs. 50/- per day. Under the circumstances discussed 
above 1 find that the claim of Rajan Kumar that he worked 
from 17-10-2000 to 6-5-2003 under the employment of 
B. S. N. L. does not stand proved rather it is a baseless 
claim. Since there had been no appointment the question 
of termination of service did not arise. On the same grounds 
I find that it has not been proved that the services of Rajan 
Kumar was illegally terminated on 6-5-2003 by the 
management. Accordingly, Point Nos. (ii) and (iii) are 
answered in negative. 

Point No. (iv): 

12. 1 have decided point Nos. (i) to (iii) against 
Rajan Kumar and accordingly find that Rajan Kumar is not 
entitled to any relief claimed. This point No. (iv) is ansWered 
accordingly. 

13. This is my Award. 

V. RAM, Presiding Officer 
felt, 3 3FTRT, 2006 

W.3tT, 3441.—1947 (1947 
4>T 14) 44 4RT 17 ^ 7TPTR 

TTULP 47441, C/o 99 1^31) 4^ 44444 ^ 
afk 4>4 +kT ^ "ftfe 3ik)fi|cb f44T4 

3-8-2006 44 TTCT1C3TT «4TI 

[7T. Tel-14012/108/98-3^ 3TR(^t^)] 
f7T4, ^747 3Tf447tfr 
New Delhi, the 3rd August, 2006 

S.O. 3441.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes. Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal, Guwahati as shown in the 
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annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Chief Engineer, Project 
Vartak C/o 99 APO and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-14012/108/98-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL : GUWAHATI: 
ASSAM 

REFERENCE NO. 19 (QOF1999 
PRESENT 

Shri B. Bora, Presiding Officer, 

Industrial Tribunal, Guwahati 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute between: 

The Management of, 

The Chief Engineer, project Vartak, 

C/o 99 APO, Tezpur. 

Versus 

Their workman Md. Muktar Hussain, Tezpur. 

Date of Award: 23-5-2006. 

AWARD 

The reference arising out of the Govt. Notification 
No. L-14012/108/98/IR(DU) dtd. 26-4-99 related to the 
dispute indicated in the schedule below : 

“Whether the action of the management of the Chief 
Engineer, project Vartak, C/o 99 APO, Tezpur in 
dismissing Sh. Md; Hussain from his service is legal 
and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled ? 

The Management is present. The workman is absent 
without step. Several notices were sent tp the workman 
but the workman is not traceable. Hence, this reference has 
become infructuous and can not be heard. 

In the result, this reference is dropped for want of 
the presence of the workman. This may be treated as no 
dispute award. 

B . BORA, Presiding Officer 
3 3PR<T, 2006 

^T.3TT. 3442. —arfilPPR, 1947 (1947 

i4) trm 17 ^ zrgm 3 , 

S’vjflPW 4*i<=r> 

m ^ 30/2006) ^ 

t, ^ ^ 3-8-2006 ^ WZ 

«TT t 

[U 14012/35/2004-311$ STROPS)] 


S.O. 3442. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 30/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour 
Court, Emakulam as shown in the annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Garrison Engineer and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-14012/35/2004-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

THE CENTRAL GOVERMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ERNAKULAM 

PRESENT: Shri P.L. Norbert, B.A., LL.B., Presiding 
Officer 

(Tuesday the 18th day of July, 2006/27th Ashadha, 1928) 
I.D. 30/2006 

(l.D. 2/2004 (C) of the State Labour Court, Emakulam) 

Workman: Shri P. S. V inod Kumar "Sreebhavan”, 

Kummanam P.O. Kottayam. 

By Advocate Shri Balakrishnan Gopinath. 

Management: Garrison Engineer E/M Military 

Engineer Service (MES) Naval Base 
P.O. Kochi-682 004. 

By Advocate Shri K.S. Dilip. 

AWARD 

This is a reference made by Central Government under 
Section 10 (IX d) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 to this 
court for adjudication. The reference was originally made 
to the State Labour Court. Later it was transferred to this 
court as per the order of the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala. 
The reference is: 

"Whether the demand ofSh. P. S. Vinod Kumar from 
the management of Garrison Engineer (E/M) MES, 
Southern Naval Command, Naval Base P.O., Cochin 
for reinstatement and regu larization of his service is 
just and fair? If so, to what relief the workman 
entitled? 

2. Both are remaining absent continuously. No 
documents are produced to substantiate the claim. Parties 
are not serious in pursuing the mattei;. Thus there is no 
existing dispute. Therefore the claim is dismissed and an 
award is passed accordingly. No cost. The award will take 
effect one month after* its publication in the official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 18th 
day of July, 2006. 

P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 

APPENDIX: NIL. 
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M fvrml, 3 SFHRT, 2006 

^T.3TT. 3443.-sNffiTO fasti* 37fafa**T, 1947 ( 1947 
14) ^ vm 17 ^ 3pjwrr w^r to 

fa*TFT ^ -ro'tpfa ^ FTO ffafawf 3fa «h4iil<T ^ 

sppfa 3 a?|li)|i!4* fa*ll* 3 77TOK 3faMh* 

3Tfa*rm/sR *.-n wOm* ^ w C*M to 

654/2005) ^ ycblfVId t, ^ 4^*1 RW»k 3-8-2006 
^ JIM f3TT «TTI 

[^.^-40012/181/2001-30$ 31R(^^)] 

^5 i^7 srtefa 

New Delhi, the 3rd August, 2006 

S.O. 3443.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 654/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum * 
Labour Court, No. ,11 Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L40012/181/2001-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM- LABOUR-COURT-H, 
CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 

CASE NO.I.D.No 654/2k5 
Registered on 24-08-2005 
Date of Decision 21-07-2006. 

The General Manager, Telecom, E I0-B Building, 
Bhatinda (Punjab)-15l001. 

.PETITIONER 

Versus 

Surender Kumar C/oShri N.K Jeet, 27349, Lai Singh 
Basti Road, Bhatinda (Punjab)-15100 

_Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the W orkman: Nemo 

For the Management: Mr. G.C. Babbar, Advocate. 

AWARD 

On the last date of hearing, the workman was not 
present and on a date earlier to that his representative 
Sh. N.K. Jeet stated that he has no instructions to appear 
in the case. It was in these circumstances fresh notice was 
sent to the workman under R/C. The notice sent to the 
workman has not been received back unserved even after 
the expiry of statutory period of 30 days nor he is present. 
This shows that the notice has been served upon the 
workman, but he has decided not to appear. There is reason 
to presume his service in the case. Despite that he is not 
present. 

The Government of India vide their notification 


No.L-40012/181 /2001 (1R(DU)) dated 5th Sep., 2001 referred 
the following matter for the adjudication of this Tribunal. 
The notice of the reference was issued to the parties, who 
appeared and the worrman filed his statement of claim on 
2nd Feb., 2005. The Management filed reply to the Claim 
Statement, duly supported by affidavit of Shri H.L. Bagla. 
As against to it neither the workman filed his affidavit nor 
has appeared as a witness to stand to the cross- 
examination of the Management. Practically, there is 
absolutely no evidence for and against the reference on 
record. Therefore, it cannot be said that the Management 
had terminated the services of the workman without just 
and legal cause. Thus, the workman has failed to prove 
that the Management had terminated his services and that 
was bad in law. He is, therefore not entitled to any relief. As 
a result thereof the reference is answered in these terms. 
Let a copy of this award be sent to the appropriate 
Government and the file be consigned to records after due 
completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
farcft, 3 SPTRT, 2006 

75T.3H. 3444.— afa il Phfr fa * K 3Tfafc*ri, 1947 (1947 
14) *TTTT 17 ^ fNr 

Iwr ^ ^ +4«w(f ^ 

w<«hk sfaflfTO 1 

3rfq^T/3R WI “*1.-11, ^ TfW (Tfa«f WI 

1080/2005) 3-8-06 

W< 11T3TT «TTl 

[R ^-40012/17/2002-311$ 34R(“St .\)] 
1%, ajfasmfr 
New Delhi, the 3rd August, 2006 

S.O. 3444.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1080/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, which was received oy the Central Government 
on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L40012/I7/2002-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRALGOVT. INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALCUM- 
LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: SHRI KULDIP SINGH 
CASE NO. I.D. No. I080/2k5 
Registered on 21 -09-2005 
Date of Decision 21 -07-2006 

Beant Singh S/o Shri Mukund Singh, VPO Dhukot 
Ransih Teshil Nihal Singh Wala, Moga. 

... .Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, Telecom, BSNL, Ferozepur. 

.... Respondent 
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For the Workman: Lamber Singh 

For the Management: Deepali Puri, Advocate. 

AWARD 

The workman is not present. Management appears 
through Counsel. 

As per the record of the file when the workman 
stopped appearing in the case in person or through 
representative, a notice under R/C was Issued to him vide 
Postal Receipt No. 258 dated 1st May, 2006. Till date the 
notice sent has not been received back unserved. The 
workman is also not present This shows that the notice 
has been served upon the workman but he has not taken 
the option to appear in the case and it shows that he has 
lost interest in the trial of this case. 

The Government of India vide notification No. L- 
40012/17/2002-IR (DU)) dated 7th June, 2002 desired to 
know whether Shri Beant Singh, the workman had worked 
with SDE(G) Nihal Singh Wala, Moga and if so, whether 
the action of the Management of General Manager, telecom 
Frozepur in Terminating his services w.e.f. 23rd June, 
2001 was just and legal and if not to what reliefthe workman 
is entitled to and from which date? The workman in his 
statement of claim submitted that he had served the 
Managements as a Line Man for more than 240 days on a 
salary of Rs. 1200 p.m. and that the Management had 
terminated his services on 23rd June, 2001 without notice, 
charge sheet, inquiry or compensation. The Management 
retained his juniors and terminated his services and thereby 
they acted with malafide, with victimisation and unfairly. 
The Management in their Written Statement denied the 
claim of the workman emphatically and raised further 
objections. The Management supported their claim with 
the affidavit of SDE(G) Nihal Singh whereas the workman 
absented from court appearance and has not appeared 
so far. 

On record I do not find any evidence to show that 
the workman had served SDE(G) Nihal Singh as is claimed. 
There is no support to the claim made by the workman in 
the statement of Claim and there is no rebuttal to the 
affidavit of Nihal Singh SDE(G). I am, therefore, of the 
opinion that there is no evidence to show that the workman 
had served the Management as is claimed and his services 
were terminated by the Management in violation of the 
provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act. He is, therefore, 
not entitled to any relief. The award is passed in these 
terms. Let a copy of this award be sent to the appropriate 
Government and the file be consigned to records after 
due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 


■3RT.3TT. 3445,— aftgftlW 1947 (1947 

«FT 14) qKT 17 ^ W, ^ 

fwi ^ wtcfa ^ afo ^ 

i-u ^ to (tM wn 

1079/2005) ^ 3-8-06 

[U T^-40012/l 9/2002-30^ 3*R (*St. ^ ) ] 

^ fm, Iff srfairft 

New Delhi, the 3rd August, 2006 

S.O. 3445.— In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1079/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum - 
Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-40012/19/2002-1R(DU)3 
SUREN DRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOURCOURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 

CASENO. ID. No.l079/2k5 
Registered on 21-09-2005 
Date of Decision 21-07-2006 

Chamkour Singh S/o Shri Jit Singh, VPO Dhurkot Ransih, 
Teshil Nihal Singh Wala 

PETITIONER 

Versus 

The General Manager, Telecom BSNL, Ferozepur 

RESPONDENT 

appearance 

For the Workman: Harpal Singh 

For the Management: Deepali Puri, Advocate. 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. Notice to him 
was issued and sent under R/C postal receipt No. 0247 
dated 1st May, 2006. More than 30 days after the issuance 
of notice have passed by but the workman is not present. 
His previous conduct also shows that even on earlier 
notices he did not appear in the case, in this Court. Thus, 
the Court is satisfied that the workman is not interested to 
follow his case. 
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The workman on getting the notice of the reference 
No.L-40012/19/2002 (lR(DU))dated 7th June, 2002 and filed 
his Claim Petition claiming that he was employed by the 
Management as a Line Man on a salary of Rs. 1200 p.m 
and he served them for 240 days till 23rd June, 2001 when 
his services were terminated on that day without any 
notice, charge-sheet, inquiry nor he was paid any compen¬ 
sation. The Management retained his juniors whereas 
dispensed with his services thereby further violated the 
provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, hereinafter to be 
referred as Act. 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: SHRIKULD1P SINGH 
CASE NO. I. D. No. 644/2k5 

Registered on 24-8,-2005. 

Date of Decision 21 -7-2006. 

Bani Singh C/o Shri N. K. Jeet, 27349, Lai Singh Basti 
Road, Bhatinda (Punjab). 

... .Petitioner 


The Management filed reply to the Claim Petition 
and denied the relationship as claimed by the workman 
and other assertions so made. They also placted on record 
the photocopies of a number of documnents and filed the 
affidavit of their witness in support of the statement. 
However, the workman stopped appearing in the case and 
as stated above he was given a final notice under R/C to 
which he has not responded. There is, therefore, no 
evidence on record to show that the workman had worked 
with the Management and that the Management terminated 
the services of the workman on 23rd June, 2001, without 
any just and legal ground. In my opinion the workman is 
not entitled to any relief in the circumstance. The award is 
passed against the workman holding that he is not entitled 
to any relief. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate Govt, for necessary action and file be consigned 
to records after due completion. 

KULD1P SINGH, Presiding Officer 
M feft, 3 TORT, 2006 

efTTO 3446.-sfcilfw tTOFT atfafTOT, 1947 (1947 

^PT 14) 3ft TOT 17 TOTO RTO 

'fwT cp TOfrof ^ 

SFjsp-f "4 shWiPi 1 ^ fqqiq 

3TfTOTOT/TO TOTTTO W.-ll, ^ W (tM TOP 

644/2005) WfW TOcft t, ^ TOPT ^FT 3 -8-2006 

TOT 7|3n ?pi 

[R. t^eT-40012/174/2001-3TT t TO ) ] 

1w, Iff Rfwft 
New Delhi, the 3rd August, 2006 

S.O. 3446.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 644/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-40012/174/2001-1R (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 


Versus 

The General Manager, Telecom, E 10-B Building, 
Bhatinda (Punjab). 

.... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : NEMO 

For the Management: Mr. G.C. Babbar 

Advocate. 

AWARD 

The workman is not present. Management appears 
through Counsel. 

As per the record, notice to the workman was sent 
under R/C through Postal Receipt No.0840 dated 
26th May, 2006. The notice sent has not been received 
back unserved even after the expiry of the statutory period 
of 30 days. There is presumption that the notice was served 
upon the workman, but he has chosen not to appear in the 
case. Even on earlier occasions the workman did not attend 
the Court and even his statement of claim was signed by 
his representative who has also stopped coming to the 
Court. Thus, the case is being considered in the absence 
of the workman. 

It has been claimed by the workman that he served 
the Management on a permanent job w.e.f 1st Nov., 1992 
and was getting a salary of Rs. 2140 per month when on 1 st 
March, 1999, the Management terminated his services 
without notice, chargesheet, inquiry and compensation. 
He has also claimed that the Management retained the 
juniors whereas dispensed with his services. The 
Management has categorically denied the claim of the 
workman. They have supported their Written Statement 
with the affidavit of their witness whereas the workman 
has filed his own affidavit and also submitted photocopies 
of some documents. Thereafter, he stopped appearing in 
the case even after a notice under R/C. 

On record, 1 do not find any evidence duly prodved 
to support the claim of the workman. Neither the workman 
appeared as a witness nor he proved the documents placed 
on record. On the other hand there has also come no 
occasion for the Management to produce their evidence. It 
is in these circumstances the case has been considered. 
On record, I do not find any evidence to show that the 
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workman had served the Management from 1992 to 1999, 
when on 1st March, 1999, the Management had dispensed 
with his services in violation of provisions of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. Thus, the award is passed holding that the 
workman is not entitled to any relief. Let a copy of this 
award be sent to the appropriate Govt, and the file be 
consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 

3 2006 

■3F5T.3TT. 3447.—3^1* SlfaPm, 1947 (1947 

14) tjRi 17 ^ 

fwr ^ ^ affr ^ 

3iUilPi* 

^ -II, T4i^fr|(j c£ z (*fe*f WIT 
649/2005 ) ^FTt y*lfrld Wt t, RT*R 3-8-2006 

^Ft TlfrcT 13TT «TTI 

[R. ^-40012/520/2000 3TTf 3TR(^. ^J.)] 
pHS, 3Tfrt=hld 

New Delhi, the 3rd August, 2006 

S.O. 3447.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 649/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. 11, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-40012/520/2000-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, DeskOfficer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT -II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 
CASE NO. I.D.649/2005 

Registered on 24-8-2005. 

Date of Decision: 21-7-2006. 

Shri Padam Kumar S/o Shri Manohar Lai C/o 27349, 

Lai Singh Basti Road, Bhatinda (Punjab). 

... Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, Telecom, Amritsar (Punjab) 143001. 

... Respondent 

Appearances: 

For the Workman : Mr. N. K* Jeet 

For the Management: Mr. G. C. Babbar, 

Advocate. 


AWARD 


The workman is not present. On the last date of 
hearing it was stated on behalf of Mr. N. K. Jeet, who 
represented the workman earlier that the workman has 
expired. So far nobody has come forward to claim as the 
Legal Representative of the workman. Even earlier, the 
notice to the workman was issued on the address available 
i.e C/o Mr. N.K Jeet, his representative. There is no other 
address on which a notice could be sent to the LR’s of the 
deceased workman or at his last known address so as to 
convey the information to the LR’s that nobody is 
appearing for the workman in the case which started at his 
request on a reference from the Govt, of India. 

On record, there is only the Claim Statement of the 
workman that to in signed by his representative 
Sh. N.K Jeet. There is absolutely no evidence produced, 
to show that the workman served with the Management 
and the Management terminated his services, without any 
just and legal cause. Thus, there is no justification for the 
workman to claim that his services were terminated by the 
Management in violation of provisions of the industrial 
Disputes Act; and that they further violated the 
provisions of the Act by retaining juniors and dispensing 
with the services of the workman and by recruiting fresh 
hands, without providing opportunity to the workman for 
service. The reference is, therefore, answered against the 
workman for want of evidence holding that the workman 
is not entitled to any relief Leta copy of this award be 
sent to the appropriate Govt, for necessary action and the 
file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 

^i 4 2006 

^RT.3TT. 3448.—3?FylPl* fadK 1947 ( 1947 

*T 14) tiro 17 (R*l< AWjtH&I 


ept 4* I^T. ^3Tfa <=^4*1/, ^ 
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t, ^ ^ 3-8-2006 ^ TlfrcT 

?T3TT STTI 


[■R t^T-12012/178/2005-3pf 3TR (^t-I)] 
3T3PT 3Tfrranfr 

o * 


New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3448.—-In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 32 of 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal -cum- 
Labour Court, No ; I, Mumbai now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Bombay Mercantile Coop. Bank Ltd., 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-12012/178/2005-1R (B-l)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 

Reference No. CGIT-32 of2005 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management of 
Bombay Merchantile Co-op. Bank Ltd. 

AND 

Their workman 
APPEARANCES: 

For the Management ; Shri Biraidar, Adv. 

For the workman Shri Nabar, Adv. 

Workman present in Person 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated the 18th day of July, 2006 

AWARD 

1. This is a reference made by the Central Government 
in exercise of its powers under clause (d) of Sub-section I 
of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947 (the Act 
for short) vide Government of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi Order No.L-12012/178/2005-IR(B-I) dated 
25-11 -2005. The terms of reference given in the Schedule 
are as follows: 

“Whether the action of the management of Bombay 
Mercantile Co-operative Bank Ltd., Mumbai in 
dismissing the services of Shri Syed Mazhar Abbas 
is justified? If not, what relief Shri Syed Mazhar 
Abbas is entitled to?” 

2. The matter came up for hearing today. The workman 
has appeared in person and has moved an application for 
withdrawal of the reference. He says that the matter is 
already settled out with the Bank and he has no grievances 
against the Bank. 

3. In view of the above, the reference is dismissed as 
prayed. 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
^ 7 3 PT*cT, 2006 

■^T.3TT. 3449.— 3 ^^ StfafWT, 1947 (1947 

■^Tf 14) trni 17 

^ MW 3^ <id«li».’4»*I e hKT. °F> 

3Fpm 3Mf^ 

^.-11, W'ld ^ (tM TOTT 54/2004) ^ 

2-8-06 «TTI 

[B. ^-12012/131/2004-31^ m {A 11)] 
Tit. J HlltU u l,3P7T ufacl 


New Delhi„the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3449.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 54/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No. 11, Chandigarh as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Bank of 
India and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 2-8-2006. 

[No. L-12012/131/2004-IR (B-II)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 

CASE NO. 1 .D.No 54/2k4 
Registered on 30-11 -2004 
Date of Decision 24-07-2006 

Shri Mangat Ram, 58, Adarsh Colony, Rajgarh Road, 
Hissar-125001 

.Petitioner 

Versus 

The Chief Manager, Bank of India, Panipat. 

.Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman ■ : Petitioner in Person 

For the Management : Mr. Ranjan Lohan, Advocate 

AWARD 

On the petition of the workman and the failure of 
conciliation report, made by the ALC(C) Faridabad, the 
Govt, of India referred the following matter for the 
adjudication of this Tribunal, vide their notification 
No. L-12012/131/2004-IR (B-II)-dated 29th Sep., 2004: 

"Whether the action of the Management of Bank of 
India in dismissing the services of Shri Mangat Ram 
vide order dated 20-1 -2001 is legal and justified? If 
not, what relief is the concerned workman entitled 
to?” 

On the notice issued,to the parties appeared the 
workman filed his Claim Petition dated 11th Feb., 2005 and 
then supplemented it with his another Claim Petition dated 
27th March, 2005. The Management filed the Written 
Statement, a copy of which was provided to the workman. 
The workman filed his affidavit on 28th April, 2005 whereas 
the Management filed the affidavit of their two witnesses, 
but examined only one of them Shri Raj Bahadur. The 
Management also placed on record the photo copies of 
the inquiry proceedings, a copy of which was also provided 
to the workman. 
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The claim of the workman is that he was working as 
a Clerk-cum-Cashier at the N.F.L Extension Counter, Bank 
of India Panipat, when he received a direction dated 
30th Sep.; 2000 from Deputy Chief Manager as Inquiry 
Officer to appear before him for inquiry, on 26th Sep., 2000. 
According to him, after the inquiry, the Chief Manager 
and the Disciplinary Authority, Panipat, awarded him the 
punishment of dismissal on 20th Jan., 2001. His claim is 
that he was appointed as Clerk-cum-Cashier by the Zonal 
Manager, Chandigarh, vide his letter dated.28th May, 19% 
and he had joined the duties on 5th June, 1984. The order 
of his dismissal is bad in law for the reason that it is issued 
in violation of Article 311 (1) of the Indian Constitution, as 
having been issued by an authority subordinate to the 
Zonal Manager who was the appointing authority. He has 
further contended that since the inquiry was ordered against 
him by the Chief Manager and the inquiry officer was also 
appointed by him, therefore, the chargesheet as well as 
appointment of inquiry officer, was bad having been issued 
by the Authority subordinate to the Appointing Authority. 
He has further claimed that the disposal of his appeal by 
the Chief Manager, Chandigarh, was also bad since the 
same should have been also decided by authority higher 
in the rank to the Zonal Manager. He has prayed for his 
reinstatement in service with full backwages and other 
service benefits including increments, promotions etc. He 
has also claimed 75% of the relief by the date of his 
reinstatement. 

The Management has opposed the claim of the 
workman claiming the same having been lodged two and 
half year after the date of his dismissal. After giving the 
detail of the circumstances in which the inquiry was held 
against the workman and punishment awarded to him, it is 
stated by the Management that since five out of six charges 
levelled against the workman were proved, therefore, the 
Disciplinary Authority per examining the enquiry report 
and after giving personal hearing to the workman awarded 
him the punishment of dismissal from service. The Appellate 
Authority also heard the workman in person. Besides 
examined the record and upheld the punishment awarded 
by the Disciplinary Authority. According to them a fair 
and just inquiry was held against the workman who was 
provided with full opportunity to defend himself and only 
then the punishment was awarded to him. 

The workman has challenged the' order of his 
dismissal mainly on the ground of violation of provisions 
of Article 311 (1) of the Indian Constitution which in principle 
guarantees that no employee can be dismissed by an 
authority lower in rank to that of the appointing authority. 
The workman in para 3 of his Claim Petition claimed that he 
was appointed as a Clerk-cum-Cashier by the Zonal 
Manager, Bank of India, Zonal Office, Chandigarh by a 
letter dated 25 th May, 1984 and he joined the duties on 5th 
June, 1984. The Management in reply to this claim assertion 
stated that the contents of para No.3 of the Claim Statement 


are not denied to the extent of appointment of the workman 
as Clerk-cum-Cashier and his joining the duty. In the 
subsequent para of his Claim Petition the workman claimed 
that the order of his dismissal is bad in law having been 
passed in contravention of Article 311 (1) of Indian 
Constitution as in the case of the petitioner workman, only 
the Zonal Manager, Bank of India, Chandigarh could award 
the punishment. The Management, in reply to this assertion 
stated that the claim of the workman is wrong and hence 
denied. According to them the order of dismissal was 
passed by the Disciplinary Authority and it was upheld by 
the Appellate Authority as legal, valid and well reasoned. 
They have further claimed that in terms of order No. SR 224 
dated 27th Jan., 1999, Chief Manager, Panipat was the 
disciplinary authority and in that capacity he had passed 
the order under dispute. The Management in reply to the 
para No. 5 of the Claim Petition took the same stand that 
the charge sheet against the workman was issued by a 
competent authority and so the same was legal and valid; 

The facts which are not in dispute that the workman 
was appointed as a Clerk-cum-Cashier vide order of the 
Zonal Manager, Chandigarh dated 28th May, 1984 and he 
had joined the duties on 5th June, 1984; that an inquiry 
was ordered against the workman by the Chief Manager, 
Panipat in his capacity as the Disciplinary Authority, 
Panipat vide order dated 20th Jan., 2001 and after 
considering the report of the inquiry officer, the disciplinary 
authority proposed the punishment of dismissal from 
service against the workman vide order dated 20th Jan., 
2001. His appeal was also dismissed by the appropriate 
authority vide order dated 16th April, 2001. The claim of 
the workman is that neither the Chief Manager, Panipat 
was competent to order inquiry against him nor he could 
appoint the inquiry officer and pass the order of his 
dismissal as he was below the rank of Zonal Manager, Who 
was the Appointing Authority of the workman. He was 
also challenged foe order of the Appellate Authority saying 
that the same is also passed by in competent person as his 
apeal could be heard only by an authority higher in rank to 
Zonal Manager, Chandigarh. As against to it, the 
Management has taken the plea that the Chairman-cum- 
Managing Director vide his order No. SR 224 dated 27th 
Jan., 1999 vested the power of Disciplinary Autority in the 
Chief Manager, Panipat Branch, therefore, the said Chief 
Manager was a competent authority to order the disci¬ 
plinary action against the workman and pass orders against 
him. The workman has challenge this also saying that the 
Chairman-cum-Managing Director had no authority to 
delegate powers to the Chief Manager, Panipat and it was 
only the Board of Directors or by foe Executive Committee 
which could delegate such powers. That having not been 
done, foe Chief Manager, Panipat was not competent to 
initiate disciplinary proceedings against the workman and 
pass order of his dismissal from service. 
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i have considered the submission made by the 
workman and have also gone through the authorities 
referred to by the workman in support of his contention 
such as case of Baldev Singh V/s. the Secretary to Govt, of 
Punjab, Rehabilitaion Branch Chandigarh and others 
reported as Vol. IX 1969 Current Law ground 625, AIR 1979 
Supreme Court 1921, 1990(2) Recent Service Judgments, 
391. 1 have also perused the judgment referred to by the 
Management such as Bank of India V/s Brijraj Singh 
MP A(S W 220/1999) decided by the Division Bank of J&K 
High Court, the case of Punjab & Sind Bank & others V/s 
Saktta Singh, reported as2001 -I-LLJ 174 & Pyare Lai Sharma 
V/s MD J&K Industries Ltd. & others, reported as 1990 1st 
LLJ32. in my opinion the law laid down by the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in the case of Pyare Lat Sharma(Supra) is 
the law when is applicable to the facts of the present.case. 
Their Lordship in para No .37D of the judgment has laid 
down as under. 

hence the position of the Civil Servant who are 
governed by Article 311 is entirely different, but a provision 
like grounds (C&D) in Regulation 16.14 concerning the 
employees of Companies/Corporations/Public Undertaking 
is within the competence, of the Management and the said 
regulation is not arbitray and is not ultra virus of Article 14 
of the constitution”. 

In para No. 19 their lordship held as under: 

“The employee was appointed by the Board of 
Directors. The power of the Board of Directors to appoint 
officers of petitioner's category was delegated to the 
Managing Director on I2th July, 1994. Employees of the 
company are not civil servants and as such they can neither 
claim the protection of Art. 311 (l) of the constitution of 
India nor the extension of direct guarantee on parity. There 
is no provision in the articles of association or the 
Regulations of the company giving same protection to the 
employees of the company as is given to the Civil Seiyants 
under Art. 311 (1) of the constitution. An employee of the 
company cannot therefore, claim that he cannot be 
dismissed or removed by an authority subordinate to that 
by which he was, appointed.” 

In the present case it is an admitted fact that the 
workman was appointed by the Zonal Manager and he 
was removed from service by the Chief Manager, Panipat, 
who was definitely subordinate to the Zonal Manager, 
Chandigarh. The Management has the taken the support 
of order No. SR 224 dated 27th Jan., 1999. The workman 
has not disputed the existence of this order. He has only 
claimed that the Chairman-cum-Managing Director could 
not sub- delegate the powers to remove the workman and 
it could only be done by the Board of Directors or by the, 
Executive Committee. The Management has placed on 
record the relevant standing orders governing the 


Management Bank. Under clause 19.40 the competent 
authority authorized the Chief Executive Officer or the 
Principal Officer in India of a Bank or an alternative officer 
at the Head office or the principal office appointed by him 
for the purpose, shall decide which officer shall be 
empowered to hold the inquiry and take disciplinary action 
in the case of each office or establishment. He shall also be 
decide which officer or a body higher in status than the 
officer authorized to take disciplinary action shall be 
empowered to deal with and dispose of any appeal against 

the order passed in the disciplinary matters.In the 

present case the Chairman-cum-Managing Directorjissued 
order SR 224 dated 22nd Jan. 1999 under the authority of 
clause 19.14 and appointed the Chief Manager, Panipat as 
the Disciplinary Authority and Chief Regional Manager 
as the appellate authority, which, in ’my opinion, were the 
competent authorities to take disciplinary action against 
the workman and decide his appeal. The workman, who, 
was not a civil servant could not claim the protection of 
article 311(1) of the Indian Constitution as the guarantee 
contained, in that, provision was not extended, to the 
employees of the companies corporation and public under 
takings. The Bipartite settlements and the Awards also did 
not carry that protection nor the articles of the Association 
or Regulation of the Management Bank provided that 
protection to its employees. As per the Bipartite agreement 
and the Regulations of the Management on the day, the 
inquiry was initiated against the workman, Chief Manager, 
Panipat was competent Disciplinary Authority and the Chief 
Regional Manager was the Appellate Authority to decide 
his appeal. Therefore, the plea raised by the workman is 
not tenable to him; hence the same is rejected. The 
authorities referred to by the workman such as Baldev 
Singh's case, the case of Krishan Kumar reported as AIR 
1979 SC 1912 and 1990(2) Recent Service Judgments page 
390, are not helpful to the workman. The judgements of 
Baldev Singh & Krishan Kumar cases (Supra) the workmen 
were the Civil Servant, whereas the case of Hardawari Lai 
reported as 1990(2) Recent Service Judgments 390, does 
not hold good in the face of Pyare Lai Sharma case (Supra). 
The workman has not challenged his dismissal on any other 
ground in his statement of claim nor has raised any other 
point during the course of arguments. 

After due consideration of pleadings of the parties, 
the evidence produced by them and the law referred, l am 
of the opinion that the action of the Management in 
dismissing the services of Shri Mangat Ram vide order 
dated 20th Jan., 2001 is legal and justified. Therefore, the 
workman is not entitled to any relief. The award is passed 
in these terms. Let a copy of it be sent to the appropriate 
Govt, for necessary action and the file be consigned to 
records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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Mew Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3450.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref, No. 9/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of United 
Bank of India and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 2-8-2006. 

[No. L-l 2012/25/2003-IR (B-II)] 

C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL^ 
CU MLA BO UR COURT BHUBANESWAR 

PRESENT: 

Shri N .K.R. Mohapatra, 

Presiding Officer. C.G.l.T.-cum-LabourCourt. 
Bhubaneswar., 

Industrial Dispute Case No. 9/2003 

Date of Passing Award - 19th June, 2006 
BETWEEN: 

The Management of the.Chief 
Regional Manager. United Bank of India, 

Regional Office A-l 8, Kalpana Area, 

Bhubaneswer, Orissa. ' 

... 1st Party-Management 

And 

Their Workman, Shri Surendra K. Panigrahi, 

At. Rajapara, Padampur, P. O. Rajborasambar, 

Dist Bargarh, Orissa—768036 

.... 2nd Party-Workman 

APPEARANCES: 

Mr. Amit Moitra, Deputy ... For the 1 st Party- 
Regional Manager (Law) Management. 

Shri Surendra Kr. Panigrahi ... for Himself, the 
. Workman 


AWARD 

The Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, 
in exercise of powers conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-section 
(1) and Sub-scction 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act,) 947 (14 of 1947) have referred the following - 
disputefor adjudication vide their Order No.L-12012/25/ 
2003-lR(B-l 1). dated 28-03-2003 : 

“Whether the action of the Management of United 
Bank of India in relation to their Bargarh Branch in 
imposing the punishment of removal from service on 
Shri S.K. Panigrahi. Ex-CCG with effect from 
12-9-2001 is legal and justified and proportionate to 
the misconduct committed by the workman ? If not, 
what relief the concerned workman is entitled to?” 

2. The shortly stated Case of the 1st Party- 
Management is as follows: — 

That the 2nd Party-Workman Shri Surendra Kumar 
Panigrahi was working as a Cashier-cum-Generai Clerk in 
the Branch Bank of the Management at Bargarh. On 
6-5-1996 he identified one Ranjan Kumar Sarangi to open a 
Savings Bank Account No. 3741 with a cash deposit of 
Rs. 50 and then by signing in the relevant register took 
possession of the pass book on behalf of the account 
holder from the bank. Subsequently the account holder 
presented, an outstation bank cheque for Rs. 250 to be 
credited in his account and after realization an amount of 
Rs. 235 was credited in his above account and by 
12-1-1996 there was a credit balance ofRs. 85 in his account. 
On 18-11 -1996 the account of the passbook holder showed 
a credit balance of Rs. 52,000 though there was no credit 
voucher evidencing deposit of further amount. The 
workman on that day presented a withdrawal slip for 
Rs. 50,000 under his own hand writing but with the genuine 
signature of the account holder Shri Ranjan Kumar Sarangi 
and received the amount on the basis of the passbook of 
which he was in possession. Thereafer while in the seat of 
cash receiving counter the workman on 15-2-1997 filled in 
one pay in slip for Rs.48,000 and sent it under his seal and 
signature to the clerk incharge of ledger for making 
necesssary credit entry in the above account. But while 
sending it he did not make any corresponding entry in the 
cash receipt register at his level and then got the sub-cash 
book written through another employee even though it 
was his duty to maintain the same. It is alleged by the 
Management further that after making such entry in the 
sub cash-book he got to the totalling figure corrected and 
then spilled ink over it so that one can not easily detect the 
mistake. It is further alleged by the management that after* 
manipulating the account in the above manner the 
delinquent on 20-2-1997 again withdraw Rs. 50,000 through 
a withdrawal slip and later supplied a duplicate pass book 
to the account holder by only entering the genuine 
transactions with which he was concerned. While making 
a detail investigation the Vigilance Department of the bank 
came to know that the workman with the help of Krushna 
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Chandra Panigrahi, a cash peon, collected and destroyed 
the relevant Account Opening Form. Specimen Signature 
•Card, two paid withdrawal slips each for Rs. 50,000/- and 
the Ledger Sheet or Account No. 3741. As during the above 
investigation the workman by admitting his misdeeds 
begged for an excuse in writing the mangement by taking 
into account all these framed necessary charges and on 
conclusion or enquiry removed him from service, with 
superanuation benefits but without disqualification from 
further engagement. The delinquent not being happy with 
the above punishment preferred appeal before the 
competent authority but it was of no consequence. 

3. While challenging above action of the 
Management the workman in his claim statement averred 
that the holding or the domestic enquiry was nothing but a 
hoax. According to him the said enquiry was not conducted 
in a fair manner in as much as the documents basing on 
which charges were framed were never supplied to him and 
that both the Enquiry Officer and the Appellant Authority 
are guilty of not appreciating the evidence in its proper 
perspective. 

4. The main attack of the workman being in regard to 
the fairness and-propriety of the domestic enquiry the 
following sole issue was framed. 

ISSUES 

1. Whether the domestic enquiry conducted 
against the workman is fair and proper'? 

ISSUE NO. I 

5 . To establishment the fairness of the domestic 
enquiry the Management besides producing the concerned 
proceeding file has examined the Enquiry Officer while the 
workman has examined himself to counter act the stand of 
the Management. 

6. While questioning the fairness of the domestic 
enquiry the workman deposed that necessary document 
on the basis of which charges were framed against him 
were not supplied to him along with the charge-sheet. Even 
though he failed an application during enquiry for supply 
of certain documents the same were not supplied nor the 
Management witness to whom he desired to examine were 
called upon to adduce their defence. 

7. As regards the 2nd objection it be stated that it is 
the prerogative of tlie Management to pick and choose his 
witness and the workman can n(>t compel him to examine 
any particular witness. If the workman is really interested 
in the evidence of such witness he could examine them on 
his behalf which has not been done by the workman. 
Therefore for non-examination of any particular witness 
by the Management the proceeding can not be held bad. 
Similarly in regard to the first objection the proceeding file 
shows that the workman had<ealled for several documents 
including those for missing of which he has been charge 
sheeted while in respect of other documents he has been 
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allowed to inspect the same. Therefore, no serious view 
can be taken for non-supply of these, documents to the 
workman. The proceeding file further shows that the 
workman was allowed to be defended by a co-worker of his 
choice and during enquiry he was allowed to go through 
other records upon which the Management relied upon 
during enquiry in the absence or the hasc levei missing 
documents and that the delinquent officer was also given 
opportunities to be heard before the final order was 
passed. As regards the other requirements of a fair trial, J 
find, after going through the proceeding file that there is 
no other serious, non-observation or the principles of 
natural justice and accordingly I hold that no seeming 
infirmities have been committed in holding the enquiry. 

8. As regards the other submission of the workman 
for reappraisal or the evidence on record in the back drop 
of the observation of the Apex Court in the case between 
the Fire Stone Type & Rubber Co. Limited reported in AIR 
1973 SC 1227 it may be noted here that while dealing with a 
self same subject relating to reappraisal of evidence the 
Apex Court have held in the case between the Hligh Court 
of Judicature at Bombay-Versus- Udaya Singh (AIR 1997 
SC 2286) and in another case reported in AIR 1997-SC-2631 
that the sufficiency or evidence and correctness of 
evidence arc not to be examined by the court though it may 
be (Sic.) possible to arrive at a different conclusion. Basing 
on the aforesaid two judgements or the Apex Court the 
High Court or Allahabad have held in a case reported in 
2005-1 l-LLJ-89 that in a matter of disciplinary enquiry the 
scope of judicial review with regard to assessment of 
evidence is very limited- It is only when the enquiry officer 
violates the principles of natural justice or any mandatory 
provision oflaw, the judicial review is permissible. The 
Court has to be slow in scrutinizing the appreciation of the 
evidence by the enquiry officer, unless the intervention is 
absolutely necessary on the ground that there was no 
material or that there was any perversity with the finding. 
The strict rules of evidence do not apply to disciplinary 
enquiry. Even if there arc some discrepancies in evidences 
the court can not interfere with the findings recorded by 
the enquiry officer and accepted by the disciplinary 
authority. 

9. While examining the evidence on record in the 
light of the above observation of different court 1 find there 
is hardly any scope for the Tribunal tu differ from the 
finding of the enquiry officer. The workman in his claim 
statement has admitted that lie had identified one Rajan Kr. 
Sarangi to open the Savings Bank Account No. 374 L He 
has also admitted that alter opening of the account he had 
received the passbook of Shri Sarangi and that a duplicate 
pass book was issued to Shri Sarangi at a much later stage. 
The evidence collected further shows that when by 
18-11-1996 the actual credit balance in the above account 
would have been Rs. 85 a balance of Rs. 52,000 was appearing 
in that account without a supporting credit voucher and 
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on that day ah amount of Rs. 50,000 was withdrawn through 
a withdrawal slip written under die handwriting of die 
workman.The evidence further shows that while working 
in the cash receiving counter die workman on 15-2-1997 
filled in one pay in slip for Rs. 48, .000 and sent it under his 
seal and signature to, the clerk in-charge of ledger for 
necessary credit entry in die above account but he did not 
make a corresponding entry in die cash receipt Register 
maintained at his level and thereafter through a withdrawal 
slip written under hishand writing withdrew Rs. 50,000 on 
20-2-1997. The above action of die delinquent specially his 
action of not making a corresponding entry on 18-2-1997 
for Rs. 48,000 in the cash Receipt Register as a token of 
deposit of cash clearly strengthen die involvement ef die 
workman in the entire deal. 

10. From the evidence it appears that during 
investigation stage the workman having admitted his fault 
had given his statement agreeing to refund the entire one 
lakh rupee which he had withdrawn in the aforesaid manner. 
The evidence also shows that pursuant to such undertaking 
he has also refunded a portion of the defalcated amount. 
As against the same it is claimed by the workman in his 
evidence that the above confessional statement was 
extracted from him by die officers of the Vigilance 
Department of the Bank and as such the same should not 
have been used against him. But his subsequent evidence 
shows that during preliminary investigation he was asked 
by the Vigilance Officer of the Bank to disclose the true 
state of affairs to avoid police intervention. This shows 
that he was given two alternative options either to disclose 
die true state or affair or to race a crimina 1 proceeding in 
long run. During argument it was admitted that no police 
case was initiated against die workman. The workman also 
on the other hand admits to have had not reported to the 
police about such a statement being extracted from him by 
his authority under undue influence. This shows that the 
statement given by the workman was a voluntary one and 
therefore neither the disciplinary authority or the enquiry 
officer can be blamed for placing relinace on such statement 
of the workman. 

11. Thus after meeting the various contention of the 
workman and after going through die evidence on record. 

1 find that there is absolutely no perversity in holding die 
enquiry or in appreciating the evidnce collected during the 
domestic enquiry. Considering the true roll expected of a 
bank employee 1 further hold that the Punishment given by 
the Management is totally proportionate to the charges 
and the same needs no interference from this quarter. 

12. Accordingly die reference is answered, holding 
that the action taken against the workman by the 
Management is just, proper and according to the norms 
prescribed. 

N. K. R. MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, die 8 th August, 2006 

S O. 3451.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of die 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), die Central 
Government hereby publishes die award (Ref. No. 110 / 
2003) of the Central Government industrial Tribunal cum 
Labour Court, New Delhi No. 11 as shown in die annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between die management of 
Punjab National Bank and their workman, received by die 
Central Government on 1-8-2006. 

[No. L-l 2012/96/2003-IR (B-Il)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-II, RAJENDRA BHAWAN, 
GROUND FLOOR, RAJENDRA PLACE, NEW DELHI 

4 

Presiding Officer: R, N. Rai I. D. No. 110/2003 
In die Matter of:— 

Shri Harish Chopra, 

S/o. Sat Pal chopra, 

WZ-69/1-B, Meenakshi Garden, 

And P.O: Tilak Nagar, 

New Delhi-110018. 

Versus 

The Regional Manager, 

Punjab National Bank, 

Rajendra Bhawan,New Delhi -110008. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-12012/96/ 
2003-lR(B-II) CENTRAL GOVERNMENT DT. 25-07-2003 
has referred die following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder ■- 
“Whether the action of the management of Punjab 
National Bank, New Delhi in awarding the punishment 
of compulsory retirement with superannuation 
benefits vide order dated 12-09-2000 upon Shri Harish 
Chopra, Ex. Clerk cum Typist is just, fair and legal? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled to and 
from which date.” 
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The claimant has filed statement of claim. In the 
statement of claim it has been stated that the action of the 
employer in awarding punishment of compulsory retirement 
of the workman from the services of the bank is illegal, 
unfair and without any reason, and without conducting a 
fair departmental Inquiry as per law. 

That the workman was posted at Punjab National 
Bank, Gurudwara Road, Karol Bagh, New Delhi-5 as Clerk 
cum Typist. He applied for provident fund loan on 
18-05-1995 and thereafter received the credit of Rs. 18,900 in 
his savings fund a/c towards the grant of said PF Loan. 

The workman was served with a charge sheet dated 
30/31 -05-1995 from the employer thereby alleging that the 
signatures of Manager (Shri R.P. Sharma) on the said PF 
Loan application were forged. 

Thereafter a departmental inquiry was instituted in 
which the defence representative of the workman demanded 
inspection of the said PF Loan application in original. The 
disciplinary authority also specifically allowed the 
inspection of the original PF Loan application by the 
defence representative (Shri Dleep Mehta) vide his order 
dated 07-06-1997. The defence representative visited the 
provident fund department many times with specific orders 
from the inquiry officer in the name of Manager, PF 
Department to produce the said PF Loan application before 
the defence representative for inspection. But no such PF 
Loan application existed in the PF Department. 

The employer failed to produce the original PF Loan 
application even during conciliation proceedings despite 
repeated requests by the workman and his union 
representative (Shri Dleep Mehta) since no such document 
existed. 

It is submitted that as per rules, the workman had 
submitted his PF Loan application in question to the 
Establishment lncharge at the branch for completing 
necessary formalities, viz. verifying workman's entries in 
the said PF Loan application and forwarding the same to 
the concerned Manager Establishment for proper 
recommendation and thereafter sending the same to the PF 
department. Trustee for his recommendation after entering 
the said application in the Dak despatch register of the 
branch since the PF Trustee was sitting in his office at 
Head Office Bhikaji Cama Place..Thereafter the Trustee 
enters the said PF Loan application in their Dak despatch 
register and sends the same to PF Department at Rejendra 
Place through their own messengar. The PF Department 
also takes its own time to enter the PF Loan application in 
their dak receipt register, verify the details, tallies the 
signatures of the Manager and the Trustee which are 
available in their records, as well as signatures of the 
workman concerned. If everything is found correct by the 
PF Department authorities, the PF Loan is sanctioned to 
the workman and a transfer pay order is made and sent to 
the branch authorities through PF deptt. Dak/Courier after 


entering the said TPO in their own dak despatch register. 
When the said TPO was received at the branch the branch 
authorities enter the TPO in their TPO received register/ 
dak received register and prepare the credit voucher and 
credit the amount of the said TPO in the savings fund of 
the workman. It may kindly be observed that it normally 
takes two weeks time to receive credit of the PF loan applied 
for by any workman/member of the provident fund trust. 
However, the employer claims that the said workman applied 
for PF loan on 18-05-1995 and the amount of PF loan was 
credited in his savings fund a/c at the branch the same day 
i.e. on 25-05-1995, which itself belies the statement of the 
employer vide their reply dated February 2004, 2003 
addressed to the ALC(C). Had the signatures of the PF 
Loan application were forged by someone, after the 
workman had submitted his PF Loan application to the 
establishment Incharge for verification of details given by 
the workman in his application for PF Loan, the same could 
have been detected at any stage in the Branch itself before 
forwarding it to the PF department through the O/o. the 
Trustee, PF Department. It is quite unimaginable that final 
disbursement of said PF Loan to the workman was made 
with signatures of Manager forged by someone on the 
said application, after passing through so many 
departmental channels, that too in the bank where particular 
attention is given to the signatures on any document and 
are tallied and verified with the signatures of officers which 
are always available, handy and up to date in the official 
signature book of the bank. 

That the punishment of compulsory retirement of 
the workman is vindictive and without completing the basic 
formalities like verification of original documents by the 
defence representative despite specific order dated 
07-06-1997 of the concerned disciplinary authority in the 
matter. 

In view of aforesaid facts and circumstances of the 
case, it is respectfully prayed that this Hon'ble Tribunal/ 
Court may decide the dispute and give award in favour of 
the workman and against the employer by holding the said 
order of compulsory retirement dated 12-09-2000 as passed 
by the disciplinary authority and order dated 31 -03-2001 as 
passed by the appellate authority thereby rejecting the 
departmental appeal of the workman, as a illegal and unjust 
and the workman may kindly be reinstated in the service of 
the employer bank with full back wages w.e.f. the date of 
his compulsory retirement, i.e. 12-09-2000 and all other 
consequential benefits like leave period, medical 
reimbursement, leave fair travel (LTC)etc. Besides adequate 
compensation may also be awarded in favour of the 
workman for causing him undue harassment and mental 
torture by the employer bank as represented by its 
disciplinary authority and the appellate authority. It is also 
prayed that the amount of compensation to be awarded to 
the workman may be ordered to be recovered from the 
salaries/pensions/other dues of the concerned disciplinary 
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authority and the appellate authority who have passed 
such mindless orders against the workman, without caring 
for his career, his family and the career of his school going 
children- it is prayed that no leniency may be shown 
towards the employer under the circumstances referred to 
above, so as to serve as a deterrent to the employer who 
indulges in such reckless behaviour towards the innocent 
workman by misusing their official power. 

The management has filed written statement. In the 
written statement it has been stated that the service 
condition of the bank employee are governed by industry- 
wise awards and BPS as amended from time to time. Chapter 
19 ofthe BPS dated 19-10-1966 deals with disciplinary action 
and procedure therefor. In terms of the provisions ofthe 
said Chapter bank can take disciplinary action against th 
workman staff who commits acts of misconduct as define d 
in the said chapter and impose the punishment keeping in 
view the charges established against the concerned 
workman staff, the Bank had taken disciplinary action 
against Shri Harish Chopra for the acts of gross misconduct 
committed by him during his posting at BO: Gurudwara 
Road, Delhi and punishment was imposed for proved 
charges in accordance with the provisions of the said 
chapter of the BPS. The workman concerned has not 
brought out any violation of the provision of the BPS. 

Shri Harish Chopra, Clerk/Typist while working at 
BO: Gurudwara Road, New Delhi on 18-05-1995 applied for 
PF Loan on the prescribed loan application form. Since the 
deductions from his salary were exceeded 50% of his take 
home pay, his loan application was not recommended/ 
forwarded by the Manager of the Branch. Thereafter, 
Shri Chopra managed to forge the signatures of Shri 
R.P.Sharma, Manager in the column "Recommendation of 
the office where working" and sent the application to the 
PF Department, HO, New Delhi for necessary sanction. 
The loan amount of Rs. 18,900 was sanctioned on the basis 
of the said application and amount was sent to him by way 
of a TPO by the PF department. Shri Chopra credited the 
proceeds L in his SF Account No.61754 at the branch on 
25-05-1995 and withdrew the complete amount on the same 
dayi.e. 25-05-1995. 

Since it was observed that Shri Chopra had taken a 
loan by forging the signatures of the bank official, he was 
served with charge sheet dated 30/31-05-1995 of his acts of 
gross misconduct as defined in para 19.5(j) ofthe BPS. A 
departmental inquiry was conducted, wherein Shri Chopra 
along with his different representative participated and he 
was afforded reasonable opportunity to cross examine the 
bank’s witnesses and to represent his case in defence. The 
inquiry officer submitted his report on findings of the 
inquiry. 

The disciplinary authority considereu the findings 
ofthe inquiry, the submissions made by Shri Chopra as 
well as the material placed on the entire inquiry record and 
‘ held Shri Chopra guilty of gross misconduct in terms of 


Para 19.5(j) of the BPS. The show cause notice dated 
29-08-2000 was issued by the disciplinary authority 
proposing the punishment of "Compulsory Retirement" 
with superannuation benefits would be due otherwise at 
that stage and without disqualification from further 
employment, and a personal hearing was also fixed. 
Shri Chopra appeared for personal hearing before the 
disciplinary authority and made various pleas including 
following submissions : 

“1 am only the earning member ofthe family and two 
* sons are studying in 10th and 8th , my wife is 
unemployed and my old parents are dependent on 
me. As such it would not be possible for me to 
survive if I am retired compulsorily. 1 request to give 
me time to submit my reply to the show cause notice.” 

Shri Chopra also submitted a reply to the show cause 
notice on 09-09-2000 wherein he stated that he had not 
committed any act of misconduct and the case may be 
withdrawn. 

The disciplinary authority considered the pleadings 
and submissions made by Shri Chopra during the personal 
hearing as well as in his reply to the show cause notice and 
found that he had not placed any new facts which could 
call for any change in the proposed punishment and the 
said punishment was confirmed vide orders dated 
12-09-2000. 

Shri Chopra had also preferred an appeal against the 
aforesaid orders dated 12-09-2000 before the appellate 
authority, which was rejected vide order dated 31 -03-2001 
of the appellate authority. 

From the above it may be observed that the bank 
had taken disciplinary action in accordance with the 
provisions of the BPS and no violation of any of the 
provisions of settlement have been put forth before the 
Hon’ble Tribunal. 

That the contentions raised by the workman that the 
original PF Loan application was not produced for 
inspection despite his visit to the provident fund 
department is not tenable as all these aspects have already 
been looked into during the departmental inquiry. 

That the Inquiry Officer vide his inquiry findings 
found Shri Harish Chopra (charge sheeted employee) guilty 
of forging the signatures of Shri R.P. Sharma, Manager, on 
the provident fund loan form and thereby utilized the 
money of TPO obtained through forged signatures on the. 
PF Loan application. The procedures/formalities as cited 
by the workman cannot prelude the gross misconduct of 
the workman. 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In his 
rejoinder he has reiterated the averments of his claim 
statement and has denied, most of the paras of the written 
statement. The management has also denied most of the 
paras of the claim statement. 
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Evidence of both the parties has been taken. 

Heard arguments from both the sides and perused 
the papers on the record. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman that 
he was served charge sheet wherein it has been stated that 
since deductions from his salary exceeded more than 50% 
of his take home salary, his loan application was not 
recommended/forwarded by the Manager at the branch. 
The workman with an ulterior motive allegedly managed to 
forge the signatures of the Branch Manager, Shri R.P. 
Sharma, recommendation of the office working on the 
application form and obtained a TPO for Rs.18, 900.from 
the department. Inquiry was initiated against the workman 
for forgery of signature of Shri R.P. Sharma the then 
Manager. 

It was further submitted further that such action of 
the workman according to the management constitutes 
acts of gross misconduct in terms of Para 19.5(J) of the BPS 
as amended up to date being acts prejudicial to bank’s 
interest. 

It was further submitted that the management witness 
MWI has admitted in his cross examination that as per 
inquiry proceedings dated 08-06-1998 he was allowed to 
inspect the original documents. This witness has further 
admitted that DR was not permitted to inspect the original 
documents as the CSE has already inspected the same. It 
becomes quite obvious from the admission of MWI that 
DR was authorised by the Inquiry Officer to inspect the 
original documents and to provide the DR attested copies 
of the documents required by the DR but the DR was not 
permitted to inspect the original documents. The inquiry 
vitiates when the directions of the Inquiry Officer are not 
followed. The Inqyuiry officer has specifically directed the 
presenting officer to provide attested copies af the 
documents required by the DR and to permit him to inspect 
the original documents. The DR has applied to the 
disciplinary authority for providing documents and in the 
light of the order of the disciplinary authority the inquiry 
officer directed the P.O. to provide attested copies of the 
documents as allowed by the disciplinary authority vide 
DR’s letter dated 07-06-1997 but the DR has not been 
provided attested copies of the documents and he has not 
been permitted to inspect the original documents since the 
workman has already inspected the original documents. 
The management deliberately and with malafide intention 
did not permit the DR to inspect the original documents. 
The original of M3 has not been placed on the record. It 
was submitted by the management that it is misplaced. The 
CSE has been provided photocopy of the office copy. This 
photocopy of office copy is crossed. The management 
witness has admitted that M3 was crossed by the Branch 
Manager; Shri R.P. Sharma in the branch itself In case Shri 
R.P. Sharma has crossed M3 in the office the original also 
should have been crossed by him. In case the loan 
application is corssed payment cannot be made by the PF 


department as it cannot be deemed recommended by the 
Manager, Shri R.P. Sharma. 

It was submitted that since the witness has admitted 
that the Branch Manager, Shri R.P. Sharma has crossed the 
loan application in the branch itself there is no question of 
it being processed and sent to the PF Loan Department. 
The PF Loan Department cannot sanction loan on 
application which is crossed by the authority having power 
to recommend. 

It was submitted that the management witness has 
admitted that the original application of PF could not be 
traced till date. He has further admitted that the original 
application for PF Loan was filed in the inquiry proceedings 
on 08-09-1995, it was subsequently misplaced. In case the 
original is misplaced the management would, in every case, 
retain photocopy of the original application. There is no 
photocopy of the original loan application on the inquiry 
proceedings. The management has filed only photocopy 
of office copy. This office copy is crossed and it has been 
crossed by Shri R.P. Sharma the Branch Manager. In case 
the office copy was crossed by the Branch Manager, Shri 
R.P. Sharma he could not have put his signature on the 
office copy. The office copy bears his signature which is 
alleged to be forged so Shri R.P. Sharma has crossed the 
loan application and he should not have initialled the same. 
In case the application is crossed it is not recommended 
and it is not signed. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman that 
•he has received PF loan excess of 50% of his home take 
salary and the Branch Manager, Shri R.P. Sharma was 
accountable for that so he-has crossed the PF Loan 
application. 

It becomes quite clear from perusal of the evidence 
of the management witness that the PF loan application 
has been crossed by the Branch Manager, Shri R.P. Sharma 
and someone else has forged his signature. In case the PF 
loan application was crossed by the Branch Manager, Shri 
R.P. Sharma it could not have been passed for PF loan by 
the authorised PF authorities. 

It was further submitted that the, original PF 
application was signed by the Branch Manager, 
Shri R.P. Sharma and it was sent to PF department through 
official process and loan was granted to the workman. 
When it came to light that the workman has received excess 
of 50% loan of his home take salary the office copy was 
forged. In any circumstance, in case disciplinary authority 
has permitted the DR to respect the original PF loan 
application and to provide attested copies of the PF loan 
application and the Inquiry Officer has issued such 
directions to the Presenting Officer, the management should 
have permitted the DR to inspect the original loan 
application. 

It was further submitted by the workman that since 
PF loan application was signed by Shri R.P. Sharma and his 
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signature was not forged the management did not permit 
the DR to inspect the original PF loan application and 
attested copies of the original PF loan was not provided to 
him. The management has filed only office, copy of the PF 
loan application and a copy is only a copy and no reliance 
can be placed on that. 

It was further submitted from the side of the workmen 
that MW I has admitted that there is no copy of PF loan 
application on the inquiry proceedings. The Inquiry Officer 
gave his inquiry report on the basts of oral evidence of 
witness as well as the photocopy of the office copy of 
M W3. The management witness has further admitted that 
PA No. is not on M3 as it is,only office copy. It may be on 
the original application. It was submitted that the office 
copy is a true copy of the original and P A No. is mentioned 
on the photocopy as well as on the original copy. 

It was further submitted that in case the original PF 
Loan application was not signed by the Branch Manager, 
Shri R.P. Sharmhthe TPO would have been detained by the 
Branch Manager. The original PF Loan application was 
never produced before the Inquiry Officer and it was not 
exhibited on the entire record of the inquiry proceedings. 

It was further submitted from the side of the 
management that Shri Harish Chopra was the only 
beneficiary for the proceeds of the TPO of Rs. 18,900 of the 
PF loan application form. Application form on which neither 
the Manager nor the Office Incharge gave recommen¬ 
dations nor they sent it to PF department. Since Shri Harish 
Chopra was the beneficiary it is proved that he has forged 
the signature of Shri R.P. Sharma on the PF loan application 
form. 

The workman Shri Harish Chopra has drawn an 
amount of Rs. 18,900 as PF loan. He has to repay the entire 
loan in installments along with interest. An employee who 
obtains loan from his PF cannot be said to be a beneficiary. 
That is simply a facility provided to the employees and the 
employees obtain loan from their PF funds. 

It was further submitted from the side of the 
management that the workman Shri Harish Chopra has 
inspected the original documents. There is no specific 
admission of the workman. His DR has filed application for 
inspection of original documents and the disciplinary 
authority has permitted him to do so. The Inquiiy Officer 
also directed the Presenting Officer to see that the original 
documents are inspected by the management did not permit 
him to do so. The disciplinary authority is the competent 
authority in such matters and respondent/management 
cannot sit in appeal over the orders of the disciplinary 
authority. It appears that with malafide intention the DR of 
the workman was not permitted to inspect the original PF 
loan application as it was not forged. That is why the original 
PF loan application has not been brought on record. Even 
photocopy of the original PF loan application has not been 
filed on the record. The management has filed the office 


copy of the original PF loan application. The office copy 
can be tampered and it has invariably been tampered. 

It was further submitted that Shri Harish Chopra has 
admitted in his cross-examination that he saw his original 
loan application form when it was despatched to the PF 
department. This admission of Shri Harish Chopra cannot 
make a photocopy of an office copy die original one. The 
management has not been able to explain under what 
circumstance the original PF loan application was misplaced. 
The PF loan department would have a photocopy of die 
original application when it is summoned by the department 
The management would invariably have a photocopy of 
the original PF loan application but in this case even there 
is no photocopy of the original PF loan application. 

From perusal of M3 it becomes quite obvious that 
the workman has applied for PF loan for Rs. 26,000 but he 
has been sanctioned an amount of Rs. 18,900/- only. If he 
has forged his application form then he should receive the 
entire amount prayed for i.e. Rs. 26,000. It also makes it 
obvious that there was recommendations of the authority 
concerned for payment of Rs. 18,900 only instead of 
Rs. 26,000. The photocopy of PF loan application has no 
such mention as to why in case he has applied for 
Rs. 26, 000, Rs.18, 900 has been paid to him. This also 
makes it clear that there is tampering of photocopy of the 
office copy filed by the management. ’ 

Paper No. B-52 is the sanction of loan of Rs. 18,900. 
This letter has been sent to the Manager, Parliament Street 
branch. The Branch Manager, Shri R.P. Sharma should 
have detained the sanctioned loan in case his signature 
was forged but he has not done so. So from the filing of the 
PF loan application till the receipt and thereafter the 
management was in the knowledge of the amount of 
Rs. 18,900 being sanctioned but the amount was not 
withheld. The workman has received this payment. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that two witnesses have deposed before the Inquiry Officer. 
Shri R.P. Sharma is the alleged signatory of the PF loan 
application. He has refused in the inquiry proceedings his 
signature on the photocopy of the office copy. Even office 
copy was not produced before the Inquiry Officer. The 
other witness examined is Establishment Incharge who was 
only competent to sign such loan forms. It cannot be said 
that he does not know the signature of Shri R.P. Sharma 
but during inquiry he has deposed that he could not say 
whose signature the disputed was. So he has not certified 
the signature of Shri R.P. Sharma though he is presumed to 
be in the know of the signature of Shri R.P. Sharma as he 
was the Branch Manager in that office. 

It appears that the Branch Manager, Shri R.P. Sharma 
has taken all this exercise only when he was made 
accountable for sanction of loan of Rs.18, 900 above 50% 
take home salary. 
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The management has obviously concealed the 
original PF appl ication form delibrately. No findings can be 
given on the basis of photocopy of office copy. Even the 
office copy was not produced before the Inquiry Officer. 

In the instant case the original forged PF loan 
application has not been produced and no attempt has 
been made to trace it, if it was lost. Even a photocopy of 
the original PF Loan application has not been filed on the 
record. In case the original was misplaced, still the 
management would have retained its photocopy. In normal 
course of transactions, in case the original application is 
required for the purposes of inquiry q photocopy is kept in 
the personal file of Presenting Officer and even in the 
Branch. 

It appears that the management has concealed and 
withheld the PF loan application delibrately. The original 
PF loan application is a material document No reliance can 
be placed on office copy. The office copy is crossed so the 
original would also have been crossed. So there is no 
question of sanction of loan on the crossed original PF 
loan application. It is not the case of the management that 
the workman has sent some other PF loan application. If 
the original PF loan application is crossed, loan from PF 
Department would not have been sanctioned. There is no 
evidence in the inquiry that the workman has forged the 
signature of Shri R.P. Sharma, Branch Manager. So it is a 
case of no evidence;. It is true that strict, sophisticated and 
technical rules of Evidence Act are not applicable in a 
departmental inquiry by the concealment of the original PF 
loan application is a material fact and it cannot be established 
in the absence of the original PF loan application that it 
was forged by the CSE. 

Another circumstance attaining in this case is that 
the CSfLapplied for loan of Rs. 26,000 but he has been 
sanctioned only Rs. 18^)00, so in the original application 
form there must be endorsement of recommending authority 
qnd it would have been passed for Rs. 18,900 only. There is 
no such endorsement on the office copy. The CSE has 
withdrawn this amount from his PF and he has to pay back 
the entire amount in instalments. In such circumstance it 
cannot be believed that he would forge the signature of 
the Branch Manager, Shri R.P. Sharma for receiving loan 
from his own account. The management has not proved 
the charges. Document not admissible in evidence cannot 
be made admissible even in departmental inquiry. The 
inquiry is defective. It is based on no evidence. It stands 
vitiated. The findings are perverse and t^e.chaige is not 
established. So it is liable to be set aside and it is set aside. 

The reference is replied thus :— 

The action of the management of Punjab National 
Bank, New Delhi in awarding the punishment of compulsory 
retirement with superannuation benefits vide order dated 
12-09-2000 upon Shri Harish Chopra, Ex. Clerk-cum-Typist 
is neither just nor fair nor legal. The workman-appliqqnt is 


entitled to be reinstated with all the consequential benefits 
(full back wages) w.e.f. 12-09-2000. The respondent/bank 
is directed to reinstate the workman-applicant and to pay 
him the entire arrears within one month from the date of 
publication of the award. 

Award is given accordingly. 

Date: 27-07-2006 , 

R. N. RAI, Presiding Officer 
17 37m 2006 

^T.37T. 3452.—TR^BK it « U fa 

dUfed 3 RR=n stifm «rr, afaftPw Erarc sifafrpm, 

1947 (1947 14) RKT 2'/fr (^) 

(vi) ^ ^ 3PJ7RUT 3 *fTOT TRepR ^ m 

safari TRsdl RJT. 3TT. 885 17-2-2006 jJTCT dlMq 

, Rift RFft TRR T77RR cfRT 
^t % aftatte fTRK srfafWT, 1947 (1947 14) ^t 

^ tem; fc. r ti c b 26-2-2006 ft 15: RRT cPTcTTRfR ef> 
firHJ "SRRtnt ifaT ’Mlfad faiMI RT; 

3ffr 77747R TRT % dWfad R RRrf 

15: RFFf Rfr ^ fdR ‘3TPTT $ntf$T?T %; 

3RT: 3W, 3Tfafwi, 1947 (947 

14) ^ RRT2 (^) <£^7-73^ (vi) 

TRtT ^ifadqt R7T TRTpT TSfR^ flT RRFR RltPT ^7 

add 3Tfafa<4.H fdR fa-nV) 26-8-2006 ^ 15: 

HlE ^ cltdr 1^1 qlfan ’tl 

[tR. RfamtTR-l 1017/3/97-371^ 37R(Rt. T^.) ] 
7 ]Tftd tfifaq 

New Delhi, the 17th August, 2006 

S.O. 3452.—Whereas the Central Government 
having been satisfied that the public interest so requires 
that in pursuance of the provisions of sub-clause (vi) of 
the clause (n) of Section 2 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (14 of 1947), declared by the Notification of the 
Government of India in the Ministry of Labour S. O. No. 
885 dated 17-2-2006 the service in the Industrial 
Establishments manufacturing or producing Nuclear Fuel 
and Components, Heavy Water and Allied Chemicals and 
Atomic Energy which is covered by item 28 of the First 
Schedule to the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) 
to be a public utility service for the purpose of the said 
Act, for a period of six months from the 26th February, 
2006. 

And whereas, the Central Government is of opinion 
that public interest required the extension of the said period 
by a further period of six months. 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by the proviso to sub-clause (vi) of clause (n) of Section 2 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, the Central 
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Government hereby declares the said industry to be a public 
utility service for the purposes of the said Act, for a period 
of six months from the 26th August, 2006, 

[File No. S-l 1017/3/97-1R (PL)] 
GURJOT KAUR, Jt. Secy. 
3 3TO, 2006 ‘ 

TST.3JT. 3453.—sMfo* 1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 3rd August, 2006 
S.O. 3453.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes die award of the Labour 
Court, Pune as shown in the annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Armament Research Development 
Establishment and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-14012/l/2003-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI G.S. WANKHEDE, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, THIRD LABOUR COURT AT PUNE 
Ref. IDA. No. 345 of2003 
The Commandant, 

ARDE, Pashan, t 

Pune-411008 ... First Party 

And 

Shri Kama Vinayak Swamy, 

Nathu Kadam Building, 

Shivaji Chowk, Opp. Pune School 
Near Water Tank, Pimple Gurav, 

Pune-411027 ... Second Party 

CORXM Mr. G.S. WANKHEDE 

Appearances First Party absent. 

Mrs. S. S. Khare, Advocate for 
Second Party 

EXP ARTE AWARD 
(29-3-2006) 

This reference is made to this Court by the 
Government of India Ministry of Labour/Shram 
Mantralaya, New Delhi U/s 10 sub-Sec, 10 (2A) (1) (d) of 
the I. D. Act, 1947 for adjudication of the dispute between 
above referred parties, over the following demand made in 
the Schedule. 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Armament 
Research Development Establishment, Pashan in 
terminating the services without any notice and 
compensation of Sh. Kama Vinayak Swamy 
Attendant Helper (Officer Mess) employed in the 
estt of ARDE, Pashan U/s 25 F of ID Act, is legal 
and justified? If not to what relief the said workman 
is entitled to?” 

1. In short, the case of second party is that he was 
working in the first party as a Waiter-cum-Helper since 
January, 1993 till the (fate of his termination i.e. 23-12-2001. 
His last drawn wages were Rs. 1500 p.m. During his tenure 
he has not committed any misconduct and worked 
contiguously for about 9 years honestly and sincerely. On 
23-12-2001, he went to resume his duty, but he was not 
allowed to work and Mess President told him that his 
services has been terminated. But they did not give any 
reasons. Thereafter, for couple of days he went to the first 
party to resume his duty, but no use. Prior to termination 
notice, notice pay compensation and other legal dues were 
not paid. No seniority list was published or displayed. 
Wages for the month of December,,2001 were also not 
paid. Thus, the action oftermmalion is arbitrary and illegal. 
Since termination he is facing hardship and unable to 
maintain his family. As his termination is illegal, he prayed 
dial reference be allowed accordingly. 

2. The first part by his W. S. at Ex. 7 resisted the claim - 
of second party. The first party is a self accounting unit 
and its employees are not Government servants. This fact 
is suppressed by the second party, and admitted by him in 
his application dt. 13-1-2002. Even though, he filed the 
present reference unnecessarily with a wrong submission. 
Hence, the reference be dismissed. The second party is 
not an employee of first party. There is no employer 
employee relationship. Second party never appointed by 
him on any vacancy. Therefore, question of reinstatement 
with continuity of service and back wages does not arise. 
At last, prayed that reference is absolutely false and, 
therefore it be answered in negative. 

3. From the rival pleadings of the parties above, the 
issues have been framed on 5-1-2005 at Ex. 9. The issues 
are as under. 1 recorded my findings towards them with 
reasons to follow: 

ISSUES FINDINGS 

1. Does second party establised .. in affirmative 

The employer employee 

relationship? 

2. Does he proves that his ..Inaffirmative 

oral termination w. e. f. 

23-12-2001 is illegal? 

3. Whether he is entitle to .. In affirmative 

the relief prayed for ? 

4. What order ? As per order below 
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REASONS 

4. Heard learned counsel of the second party Mrs. 
Khare. No oral argument from the first party. 

5. In order to prove its case, the second party got 
examined himself on oath by way of affidavit at Ex. 8. The 
first party though sufficient chances were given to him 
failed to lead his oral evidence. Therefore, his evidence is 
closed by this Court vide order dated. 12-1-2006. In this 
way, there is no oral as well as documentary evidence from 
the first party. 

6 . Issue No. I: 

It is contended and deposed by the second party 
that he was working in the first party as a Waiter-cum- 
Helper since 1993 till the date of his termination i.e. 
23-12-2001 and having relationship of employer-employee. 
This part of the evidence of the second party is remained 
unchallenged. Moreover, the first party did not bother to 
got examine himself or anybody on his behalf. So also not 
filed any documentary evidence to falsify the contention 
of seond party. In view of unchallanged evidence, I find 
that second party proved the employer-employee 
relationship in between the parties to the reference. Merely 
denying the relationship in the written statement is not 
sufficient to uphold the contention ofthe first party. I answer 
this issue in the affirmative. 


7. Issue Nos. 2 & 3 : 

It is specifically deposed by the second party that 
he has been terminated w.e.f. 23-12-2001 illegally and that 
too without due process of law. This part of the evidence 
again is remain unchallenged because there is no cross 
examination nor first party lead the evidence on his behalf. 
In view of unchallenged evidence again. I have no 
alternative but to accept the entire evidence of the second 
party in toto. In this way, the second party proved his 
termination w.e.f. 23-12-2001 is illegal, therefore, entitled to 
the reliefs sought for. I answer Issue Nos. 2 and 3 in 
affirmative and pass the following order. 

ORDER 

1. The reference is allowed. 

2. It is hereby held and declared that termination of 
second party w.e.f. 23-12-2001 is illegal. 

3. The first party do reinstate the seond party on his 
original post with continuity of service and to 
pay him full back-wages from the date of his 
termination till reinstatement. 

4. No costs. 

Pune. G. S. WANKHEDE, Presiding Officer 

Dt 29-3-2006 
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